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e INTRODUCTION °
. . L. \

P . t
iy ’ 3

During Spring Quarteb,1983 the follow-up project staff of tthe College

of Education conducted a survey of all graduates df doctoraf\proqrams
¢

_.beginning with the 1978-1979 academibsxear threuqh Autumn ﬂuarter 1982 A

_'questionnaire that requested information on various topics }ﬁs maiied to

)

636 doctonal graauates identified by the Aiumni Information office. The

topics covered in the questionnaire included demographics, educationai back-
f

ground, empioyment history, academic program, and features of advanced degree

| programs {see Appendix A). The first mailing was sent on April 15, 1983 with

" a return deadline of May 23. " A second mailing was sent on-June 1 with'a |

~ative. Examination of Appendix D, which shows the total, number of doctoral )

s

return deadiine of June 20. L , .
Subsequent to the two maitings 365 graduates (57%) retdrned comp]ated
a

questionnaires Appendices B and T are copies of the infonmationai letters

*

mailed with the questionnaire A chi-square for: goodness of fﬁt was computed .

to determine if this sample was representa;ive of the poputation, by depart-

ment. The subsequent analysis demonstrated that the sample was not represent-

graduates and theifontribution of each department to the chi-square value v

shows that'the nonrepresentativeness is due primariiy to the over-representation

- of Educational Adnministration and Vocationai-Technical.graduates, and the

underrepresentation‘of Art Education and Agricuiturai Education graduates
-

Therefore, when using the data the reader should consider the_disproportional

number of graduates from these departments inciuded in this sampie. The ‘non-

'representativeness of this sample means the resuits can be generalized to the

sample with confidence, but cautiously to.'the overaii population

* g * ¢ -
{ L . . . .

».



.- The inforwation obtained frmm;;he completéd que§tionhéires was statisti-
cally analyzed. The analyses for each item 1nc1uded frequenczes and pércent-
ages, the mean, standard deviation, and minxmum and max imim values. TQ?
results Bf these analyses were uysed to deVé]op a profile of this sample.of
doctoral graduates and a description of the doctoraT programs in the Co1lege . iy
of Education: The same Statistics were cdmputed for each program area and . l,
are being forwarde¢ to each program head. ThiS'techn1caT report contains
the'resdlts and ‘the descriptions baSed on these statistics. " o .
| The fxrst section of the report is the profile-of the College of .

~ Education doctoraI graduate based on the demographfc questionnawre items

and various other questxgnnaire.items. The rema1n1ng sect1oq§ are organxzed

around the questionnaire topics; 1. e., educat:onal-hackground emp]oyment .

history,.academxc program, and features of advanceg degree programs.

4
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" PROFILE OF DOCTORAL GRADUATES 1978-1982

E

. . U§1ng’demographfc and othef select qﬁestionnaire items the folléwing .;
profile of doctoral graduates was developed.’ The majority of the. graduateS‘
, - are males (53%) (Table 1) s
- are Caucasian (85%) (Table 2)
- are 31-35 years (30%) 36-40 (30%) (Table 3) , - ;'J
- resided in Ohio, at time of app?ication (55%) (Table 4)

4 - * . received their bachelor's degree at aninstitution other than
L the Ohio State University (osu) (83%) (Table 7).

- did not major “in educatwon at the undergraduate level (53%)
- (Table 8) .
. received their master's at an institution other than OSU (63%)
(Tab?e 11) L h \

. majored‘in education at the master's Teve1(73%) (Table 12}~

- identified a graduate assistantship as a significant or primary
»  source for financing their doctoral education (732) IIabIe 19)

- - had prevxous teaching experience at the K-12 Tevel (65%)
-+ (Table 66) » . -

- presently have co11ege teaching-emperience (76%) (Tab?e 73)

/ - are $atisfied with their present job responé?biltties (74%)
'(Table 75)

- are satisfied or very satisfied with their’ current geographicaT
location (73%) (Table 82) y

~ - are satisfied or very satisfied with application of their studfes
. to their current job (71%) (Tab]e 80}

- are satisifed with the opportunities tp advance on their curnent
jeb (54%) {Table 81) _ | , ' .

3

- - believe that the doctorate has 1mproved their financial securxty
{56%) (Table g8s) - -

-~ spend at Jleast five percent of their JOb time teach1ng (65%)
—- (Table 88) N e
» R * \ ‘

.3 ) b . .'- . . ..\é
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spend at least five perceat of thgjr Job time perform1nq research

and evaluatinn (91%) (Table 89)- NI

+

e

-spend at Ieast five percent of their job time performing service

activities (59%) (Table 90) . -

-

"spend at least five percent of their job time,performing';!;1nis-’

trative duties (62%) (Tab?e )

_have not pub%_shed any articles reiated to their dissertat?on
, resed""ﬁ'(TS ) :

(Table 69)

- -

would recommend their graduate program to someone~working in' the:
same field (71%) (Table 87) -
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DEMOGRAPHICS -

[ 3

This section.is based on the questionneire items dealing with sex,

ethnic background age, and geographica1 Tocation at the time of appﬂication

for the doctora1 program. The frequencies and percentages cited in this
section, as well 4s the nemaining sections were computed on on1y those
respondents who-gave,a response te the item. Therefore, the total samp1e

‘ size wi?l vary from item t0 1tem. Reference te,the appropriate table, |
cited throughout this report, wilJuassisIethe«neader‘with 1ntergretatﬁon of

1

the values.

3

The responses of* these doctoral’ graduates 1ndicate that slightly more

3 males (N=191) than females (N=171) graduated between 1978 and Autumn 1982.

The reSpective percentages are 53 percent and 47 percent (see Table 1).
Table 2 shows that the ethpic background of the majority of the grad-

uates is Caucasian (86%). Apprbximately 13 percent of the gradqates can be

4

£

'nihority‘group represented (7%).

classified as minority Students. Blacks/Afro-Americans are the Jargest

1

Of the fivk age categories, (¥) 2025; (%) : 3) 31-3ij (4) 36-40;

agd (5} over AD;~the majority (90%) of the respondents wete almost equally °
divided among“f:ategories -‘three',‘ four and/ five; 29 percent, 30 perc‘ent“, and - "
30 percent respectfveiy. Hepce, the o erwhelmfng majority of doctoral |
' graduates who responded are aver the age of 30 (see Table 3)} ‘
“Tables 4-6 show the geogripm@l location of the graduates at the time
they applied for admission to The Ohio State University for doctoraT studies.
The majority of the respondents (65%) were Tocated in a ejty other than
Ce}umbus yet, t‘meajority were residing in'ﬁhio (55%) Furthermore, this
informatien demonstrates that approximate?y fiye percent of the graduates

L]

resided outside of the United States

14
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_ Table 1° . ’
* // * ) 'Sex R
N , , |
Alternatives - . . N y 4
A1 & o Py
(1) Female - 170 47
(2) Male- . 191 | 53
Total ' -0 361 | 100
: \
¥ . ‘
Table _2 ; A
' Ethnic Background - i
= , T
Alternatives , N b
(1) American I'ndianfﬂati've. American . 13 4
(2) Asfan American/Pacific¢ American 3,
(3) Black/Afro-Ameritan 26 | 7
(4) Hispanic{éhicanﬁ ,-'“' 4 ]
(5) White/Caucasian’ : 310 | 86
(6) _Other‘ L ) 1
Total 361 | 100.
. J
] . 15
J p




Table 3_

‘: A Age 7
: -
Alternatives ’ N %
" -
(1) 20-25 2 1
(2) 26- T 36. 10
¢ . * . \ .
{3) 31-35 . ) 106 | 29
*(4) 36-40 10
(5) over 40 . . ’ ) 109 { -
. R ‘.’ ' . '
Total 363 | 100
; ) |
\ ¢
Tapte 4 -
Gi t:;: of Res»xﬁence at Time of Application .
- Altérnatives N o%
’ . = . 8
(1) Other |, . "\ 236 | 66
(2) Columbus 122 | 34
Total ‘ - ) - 358 | 100
‘ L
\ .
' . -
- S 3
1 ’ LY
» .
. - -
~ 16
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Table j_\é. - -
’ | ' State of Residence:at Tipe“diiay

"l - M ‘t H
Alternatives %
) /[ . ;.
. v . rd N N " W

(1) Other : oo e es

St (2) Ohio - ' ,
/ o ' - .

. Total  ~ S (// - |36 |0

’ .
g 7/ . . ¢’
F 4
. v .
, -
|

i | Table 6 | i
N ‘ | X &

' Country of Residence at Time of Application

. | . ,

LY . : - . - .
' ' : . ' . '

- Altermatives

(1) Other 19 5

(2) usa ‘

. Total 357 {100
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4 * . " EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
. ’ ) i C - ‘ ) .- ) *
'/ @ : b} ’ ' :

A number of questionraire items dealt with the respondents educational

o«

background. Questions about the bachelor's, master's and doctoral degrees

~regerding majors,'minors, graduation'year, and financing of the doctoral

degree were answered by the graduates. The majority of the respondents -

(83%) received their undergraduate, degrees at an institution other than

-The Ohio State Unjversity. The majority of the respondents did not major

. . A * .
in education {54%) or have a minor in education (78%) at the bachelor’s

‘teve}:="The~9e+f~reported<undergnaduateqg:ade1poinﬁ;ameregesviﬁﬁﬁlufonnthis;u:“.

groupnranged tromol.88 to 4.00. Thelaverage of the repOrted GPA's was 3.14.
The standard deviation was .44 (sae Tables 7-10). - | .
As with the bachelor's degree, the majority of the respondents (63%)
rece1yed their master s at an‘institution other. tham The Ohio State Univer-
sity. But unlike the bachelor s degree, the majority of the reSpondents
(73%) majored in an educational field (see Tab]es 11-12)
At the doctore% 1eve1 56 percent of the respondents had a minor area
in education, but a substantial percentage (44%) chose their minor area
outside of education.‘ The largest. number of graduates (N=71) representing
20 percent of the respondents started their doctoral studies in T976. The
largest pumber of respondents (N=99), 28 peroent, graduated in 1982:' The

mean length of time for conpletion of the doctoral degree was 3.27 years.

Information regarding the fidencing of graduates doctoral studies

’ demonstrated that scholarships and fe]lowships c0ﬂtr1buted the Ieast to

thejr financia] support. The graduates were requested to rate the contribu-

tion of full-time emp1oyment* part-time employment, graduate assistantship,
. \

| Qlf?

e B e s M AN e N 4 e arm e e e ow EEN e e it e e made Lt b cmamda o #r e rm - e B ae e



i ) . - » .
- . . . - r
. . .

.schola;ship or fellowship; loans; and personal resources to the financing of
their doctoral program (Tables 16 to 21). The rating cog'id be () none, ‘
. {2) some, (3) significant or (8) prxmary ~The mean ratinq for scho1arshi;z |
X\ and fellowshxps was 1 65 indicat1ng some-but 1imited support from this
source. Graduate assistantship was.selected by 73 percent of the graduates
as making a signfficant or primary contribution to the financial support of -
their doctoral studies. The gean. rating for the graduate assistantship was ~/f
- 2.97. It should be noted, also, that 40 percent of the respondents rated
full-time work es a erimarj.or signéficant contributor; and 43 pqrcent,ratedg
. _personal resources as a primary or signiﬁcant contributor The' mean value
for each of these categor1es was 2.19 and 2.46, respectively In addition -
41 percent of the respondents her a fu11 time Jab dur1ng their doctoral
program. Of those who held fu11 time jobs 44 percent indicated ey wo worked

© full-time during 25 percent or less of their course work (Table
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*7  Table 7 _
Institution -- Bache}or"g Degree

Alternatives . N b4
.. ., .
(1) Other » - 293 | 83
Y . . .
(2) osu 60 17
Total e : 353 | 100
& ->.
\
N Table 8
- Academic Major -- Bachelor's Degree - .
. /
— - .
Alternatives | o ’ N B
5 - - .
(1) Other N e | e
(2) Education - : ’ 161 46.
. P
Total 352 | 100
-
4
~ c 1
- £
v
20
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f) ' TabTe_g:'_ . . .
"Academic Minor -3 Bachelor's Degree  °* " '
' ¢ N . . ‘
Alternatives N , x4
— . - ) Bt
(1) Other © | Sojwe | ol 7
(2) Edu’cation ' ’ . . 49 522~ -
Coe | . R
Total . ) 228 | 100+
» ) '.l' ) ’
\ .
&
- . I s
{ 3 -
' ]
’ .. . ' ‘
*Rounding error ‘L -
' ~ Table 10
' GPA -- Bachelor's Degree
‘_r 'i .
~ Alternatives
Minimu_m GPA | 1.88
Maximum GPA I e 4.00
Mode \ 3._00"\ :
/- '
Mean GPA . 3.14
. L ¥ .
Standard.Deviation . .45
P
“\
- -
21
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| : Tab'lé_'&f

A Institution -- Master's Degree
i - 4 - . .
Alternatives ' . \ﬁ, ' N 4 |
(1pOther = 218 | 63
(2) osu ' - 128 | 37
" Total S v 346 | 100
\ $
s Table 12 . '
: F 4
Academic Major ~- Master's Degree
Alternatives L N X
(1) Other ' . 95 | 27
(2) Education 255 | .73
Total - 350 | 100
H {
i 2
<2 R

o B et 2 dee et 4 B v AR Y e W e el e w N 4w

13



Y o . ) .
) \ - Table_}_3_ ot . . e ,
.,f ! ¢ \ - N - { 114
L ‘ Academic Minor -- Doctorate Degree ( . - .
.- ’ . . 3 — g ] »
‘Alternatives N . N [
y ;;‘ A ’é-.~ \' .
* (1) Other 118 | 44 .
i - R - .
(2) Education 150 56
. Total - - 268 | 100 <
l~ ) . \ .
: i " H
. . ) *
‘ ' » . S
p
. 1
Y . 2
‘». Table 14 |
| - Year Doctoral Program Began )
¥ ] - . *
Alternatives + ' N % L
1967 ! 1 3
1968 ! 2 1
. 1969 - 2 1.
1970 - 4 ]
1971 ; 5 | 1
. . 1972 N 3
1973 12” 3
1 1974 ’ 24 7
1975 4 10
. 1976 1 20
1977 55 16
‘ 1978 60 17
N 1979 46 | 13
1980. 20 6
" 1981 -2 1
Total | ’ 351 {100
\ - | i
¥ ' .
y 23 ‘
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, Table 15 " S -
Year Graduated -- Doctoral Degree
" Alternatives ST N %
1978 I 5] 4
1979 ﬂ E N "l e21 18
| 1980 9 | 27
1981 P 72| 21
{ 1982 | “og | 29
1083 . : _ J« 3] 1
Tptal h 345 | 100
) ]
" Table 16 ¢
Contribution of Full-time Employment
: L -
| E A1ternat}ves N 4
(1) None ' N 108 | 47
(2) Some 30] 13
(3) significant ) 331 14
(4) Primary 59 1 /26
Tota] , - 230 | 100
. L ) »
- Mean . 4 (
Standard Deviation ‘
) .‘ \ | ‘ . 7‘9 f
| 24

»
-
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. ) R Table 17 .-
Contribution of Part-tfme Employment . 16
. - T oY N
| - Altermatives N
(1) "None - 88| 51"
. (2) Some > 1 651 38
17 13) significant ) - 154 -9
(4) Primary : a| 2
~ ) ‘ .
Total o . 172 | 100
-
Mean
Standard Deviation \ 1.62°
.74
, Table 18 -
Contribution of Graduate Assistantship
7 ‘ ‘
Altermatives ) - h N %
(1) None 29 |. 10
(2) Some a8 | 17
R
(3) Significant . 109 | 38
(4) Primary ) 98 | 35
Total’ . 284 | 100
N - B ‘
. Mean ‘ . 2._97'
~ Standard, Diviation ’ .96
3 ¢ -
e
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- o ‘Table 19 e o 17
Lontribution of Scholarships/Fellowships o
Y - : -

Alternatives = . . N 4
(1) None. | Lo 109 | 63
(2) Some . 30| 19°
(3) Significant ‘ L nl| 74
(4)' Primary - ) . 17| n

o \'\ * ! . : | ‘ . L .'

- - A ? 4
Totaly. ‘ k158 | 100
Méan  ° : \ 1.65
Standard Deviation 1.01
‘ -
Table 20 '
Contribution of Loans
Alternatives SN N %
3 : —

(1) None 85 | 47
(2) Some 65 | 36
(3) Significant 24 | 13
(4) Primary 7 4
Total * 181 | 100
Mean ‘ - - oo 1.74

| Standard Deviation .8

25
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Table 21

-

»

Co'ntributién of Personal Resources

Alternatives ) N3
. (1) None 28| N
(2) Some : 125 | 47
" '(3) significant 76| %
L (8) Primary ) . 38 | 144,
> ) N v
-, o4 ) S
Total 267 | 1014
.. . ‘ .
) i
-1 “
.
Méan 2.4
X - o .
* Standard Deviation ~ = ° .86
. *Rdunding error | v
'1 - ’ A . R » .
Table 22 '

Ky
-

Pércentage- of Coursework '_during Full-time En;:p'l oyment

2

.

'Al‘ﬁrmting’ ‘ ’ N 3.
(1) 1-258 |, - ) L | e X
| (2) 26-50% . . 2] 8
- (3) 51758 ., - ' 141 10
() 76-99% Q_ ‘ 26| 18|
(5)'jooz S - ) 8| 20
S
STotal ) 143 | 100
Mean _ . ) e B B 2.61
Standard Deviatiort g | o ) 1.64
_ v <o
27




- © GRADUATE PRONRAM OF STUDY .
'..‘. " ) - ~ . . ; a

| o : /
Course Work . a\

» L

.
"o

. Using the 1ist of areas of etuiy found in Table 23 the graduates
.~ - identified their major field of study. The five areas éﬁth'the largest,

2

number of graduates were: ‘physica1 education GN=36), guidance and counsel1ng -
(N=34) vocational education (N=27), educational administretion (N=26); and

”hdgher education administration (N=19) Utilizing the same Iist, graduateS'

, 1dentifieg-the number of ‘courses they had taRen in each area of study ahd
whethertheynmshed they had taken more or less in each of these areas. " The® N
graduates could chﬁfk (1) for ho courses, .(2) fO*j] or 2 couj'ses, or (3) for

3 or more courses taken in the program ‘area. For/the second part of the

o -

question ‘they identified their satisfaction with the number of.courses taken. #

. ¥

They could selget, (1) for Iess‘éourses or (2) for more courses; a blank indi-

- cated they were satisfied with the number 6f courses taken.
-~

| There were seven curricular aﬁeas in which the majority of the resﬁbnd-

L]

ents indicated they had taken at least one eourse In rank order, the - '-

areas are: statistics and research design (95%); measurement/evaluation’ (80%);
program evaluation (61%); philosophy of education (ﬁq%l field based mefhod-

o1oqy/ethnoqraphy (59%) learninqasystems desiqn dexe1opment (54%), and

A general curriculuh and 1nstruct10n (51%). For all of the Tisted curricular

~

areas the majorityﬁof thg students, ranging from 65 percent to 96 percent

V3
were satisﬁed &ith the number of courses they had taken. Yetut should be

5% Al
noted that a substantial number of students (70 or more) wished they had
taken more courses in statistics and researgh (N=94) proqrem evaluation
(N=86)' learning systems design development (N=78), measurement anqs?aalual

e

| 1on (N=71), and field based methodolegy/ethnography (N=71). " Thes tistics
..‘ . ! ’ I ‘

Ld -



" greatest enrollment and are also the courses of which most graduates wish

indicate that for aH program majors the research related courses had the

-

they. had taken more. Generally, the graduates are very satisfied with their
doctoral course work (see Tables 24- 25). - ‘j‘ ..
. L ] ‘ -
In additfon to recording the” number of courses they had taken in %}th

curricular area, the graduates were asked to ta]Ty the number of courses that -
' fe11 into designated descriptive categories. . The categories were {a) excep-

© tional in overa11 quaTity, (b} clearly inferior in overall qua]ity, (c) inad-

equately organized, (d) 1nte}1ectﬂa11y cha}Tenqﬁng, (3) graded on a rigorous
scale, and (f) takep outside the dbl]ege The responses to these categories
coild be one of the following: (1) none; (2) 1-3; (3) 4-65.(4) 7-9; {5) 10-123
{6) »>12 but not‘ail; or (7) all. _The mean number of courses and the standerd
deviation for each‘ef the categories were tomputed by ieté}polatfon and compu-,
tation for grouped data (see Tabies 26-32). |

In the category dealinq with the number of courses taken that were excep~ -
tional in overall qua]ity, there was no one renge of numbers that was an
overwhelming majority. Twenty-sii ggftent'of the respondents sefected 4 to 6 )
courses as the number of courses that were exceptional i’n‘ overall quath. . : '
Twenty-two percent of the re5pondents rated 1 to 3 courses as exceptionaT |

-3\51

and anothi: 22 percent rated more th&n 12 courses but not a11 as exceptional .
-~

in quality. The mean number of courses rated as exceptfonal was 7.66, and‘the'

N .
standarﬂ geviation Nas 4.62. - A

For the {tem deaTing with courses that were cTear?y inferior the majority R

(57%) of respondents selected the range of 1 to 3 courses tpeg had taken as

being 1nferior: The mean numbeﬁ'of courses rated as finferior waslz:dz.. The

standard deviation was 2.60. The 1to 3 courses range was.also selected by,

’



. ~

4

, of the respondents seIectedgthe 4 to 6 range; twentxbpercent selected the

¢ ' ‘ ) -— -

61 percent of the respondents as the number of counses.they took that were

inadeqnately organized. The mean number of courses rateB as inadequately |
organized was 2.59 and, the standard deviation was 2.72. The item dealing \y
with the number of courses intellectua1ly challenging did not produce an |

overwhelming majority for any number range of courses. Tw?nty-three percent . .
more than 12 courses but not all courses and nineteen percent feTt that 7 to 9

courses were 1nte119ctua11y challenging The mean number of courses for this

L e ——
item was 8. 37 with a standard deviation of 5. 37 The majority of the

responﬁes (53%) to the number of.courses graded on a yigoroos scale was
divided between 1 to 3 courses (26%) and 4 to 6 courses (27%). Respondents
indicated that 26 percent of their course work was ' taken outside the ColTege

P of Education But it should alsd be noted that 62 percent of the graduates

»

. &
Instructors

indicated that if repeating their doctoral programs they would take some -

more or considerably more courses outside of the Co?Iege. The higher means | o -
on the categories of exceptional in overali qua]ity, intellectually challenging
and graded on a- rigorous ‘scale, as neﬂ as the 1ower means on the categories

of 1nadequate1y organized and 1nferior in overa?1 qua]ity,indicate a positive
attitude by the respondents regarding the quality of their doctoral courses.

F3

The respondents also tallied the number of instructors they had in
their doctoral program who could be described by the following categories
(see Tables 33 to 36): (a) exceptionally knowledgeable; (b) used varied and T
stimslating instructional techniques: (c) readfly‘aVaflableﬁand responsive to -
sggdents' and (d) thoroughly prepared for each class. None of these cate- ' '

gories had an overwheTming majorfty in any one number range qipinstructprs.
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The means across these items computed by interpoiation; ranged from 6.49

to 9.37 instructors. The response of none was negligfp1e in most categories.”

-

These facts indicate that the respondents generally viewed the instructors -

that taught them as competent and concerned about students. and their teaching.
J _ : ’

-~ P
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Table 23

DOCTORAL PROGRAM MAJOR

N
1) Comparative Education .2
-2) History of Education ? 4
3) Instructional Media . . 5
4) Philosophy of Education 3
9) Sociology of Education -
6) General Curriculum {Secondary) ]

-7) General Curriculum (Elementary) 10
8) Learning Systems. Design/Development . 5

Agricultural Education 13
Business Education 2
Dis%ributive Education =~ ]f
Early Childhood Educati

Elementary Educen‘.'mns"f'sm 5
‘English Education 7
Exceptional Children 13
Foreign Language 14
Health Education 5
Industrial Technology Education 12

19) Math Education 8

20) Physical Education 36

21) Reading . 7

22) Science Education 5

23) Social.Studies Education b

24) Teacher Education 12

25) Yocational and Technical Education 27

26) Secondary Subject Matter Areas 2

27) Adult/Continuing Education 15

28) Counseling and Guidance , 34 -

29) Educational Administration (K-12) 26

30) Higher Education Administration . - 19

31) Personne], Work (Post Secondary) , 4

32) School Psychology . 4
33) Field-based Mehcdo]ogy/Ethnography 1
34) Measurement/Evaluation 2
35) Program Evaluation . ’ -4
36) Statistics/Researgh Design ' 3

3

4
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Table 24

NUMBER OF COURSES TAKEN DURING DOCTORAL PROGRAM

36) Statistics/Research Design

;§; -

¢+ No
Courses
N 3
1) Comparative Education 217 69
2) History of Education 191 52
3) Instructional Media 224 71
‘4} Philosophy of Education 129 - 39
5) Sociology of Education 194 63
6) General Curriculum {Secondary) 152
7) General Curriculum (Elementary) 208 71
8) Learning Systems Design/Development 144 45
9) Agricultural Education 218 76
10} Business Education . 265 95
11) Distributive Education 265 95
12) Early Childhood Education 219 79
13) Elementary Education 227 82
14) English Education 257 - 90
15) Exceptional Children ,222 76
16) Foreign Language 251 90
. 17) Health Education 246- 90
" 18) Industrial Technology Education 243 88
19) Math Education - 249 92
20) Physical Education 223 80
21) Reading 242 86
. 22) Science Education 286 92
23) Socfal Studies Education 244 9
¢4) Teacher Education 156 54
25) Vocational and Technical Education 204 74
26) Secondary Subject Matter Areas . 197 84
27) Adult/Continuing Education 203 72
28) Counseling and Guidance 162 57 -
29} Educational Adminjstration (K-12) 178 63
30) Higher Education Administration 168 56
31; persoiinel Work (Post Secondary) 216 81
32) School Psychology 203 75
33) Field-based Mehodology/Ethmography 110 42
34} Measurement/Evaluation . 60 20
35) Proaglam Evaluation 1}3 32

33

1or?
Courses
S B |
84 27
140 43
62
166 51
105 34
81 26
53 18
116 36
24 8
8 3
9 3
*32 12
26 9
10 4
3 12
9 3
19 7
14 5
14 5
5 2
21 8
12 5
1 8
60 21
26 9
N 5
42 15
59 21
42 15
66 22
34 - 13
40 15
96 36
150 49
“134 47
124 38

24

3.or more
Courses
N 2
14 4
17 38 -
30 10
33 10
1. 4
76 25
31 N
60 19
45 16
5 2
-3 T
27 10
24 9
18 6
33 11
19 7
9 3
19 7 -
9 3
50 18
« 18 6 -
9 3
13 5
73 25
6 17
27 12
37 13
61 22
63 22
64 22
18 7
26 10
59 22
95 31
42 15
186 57
i

T ek
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Table 25 v -
- CHANGES IN COURSES TAKEN IF PROGRAM WERE REPEATED
' ‘ ' - ’
Less More

. N2 N3
1) Comparative Educdtion 17 27 47 73
2) History of Education 24 42 33 58
3) Instructional Media : 14 16 75 84
‘4) Philosophy of Education 23 3 51 69
5) Sociology of Education ' 19 28 50 73
6) General Curriculum {Secondary) 15 29 36 7N
7) General Curriculum (Elementary) 21 48 23 52
8) Learning Systems Design/Development 19 20 78 80
9) Agricultural Education oo 1250 1250
10) Business Education , 9 64 5 36
11) Distributive Education. 9 82 2 18
12) Early Childhood Edugation 7 27 19 73
13) Elementary<tducation 8 50 8 50
14) English Education - == -— -
15) Exceptional Children 7 18 32 82
16) Foreign Language 8 47 9 53
17) Health Education 7 4 9 56
18; Industrial Technology Education 5 39 8 62

19) Math Education 5 36 9 64.
20) Physfcal Education 10 4 13- 56
21) Reading 5 16 26 84
22) Scidnce Education 8 50 8 S0
23) Socfal Studies Education 9 64 5 36
24) Teacher-Education - 5 T 41, 89

25) Vocational and Technical Education . 9 36 ng 63
26) Secondary Subject Matter Areas 6 35 11 65
27) Adult/Continuing Education 1222 43 78
28) Coupseling and Guidance ~ 8 19 34 8]
29) Fducational Administration (K-12) 9 18 41 82
30) Higher Education Administration 7 10 63 90
31) Personnel Work (Post Secondary) 6 15 34 85
32) School Psychology 8 2 e6 76
33) Field-based Mehodology/Ethnography- - 4 5 719
34) Measurement/Evaluation - - 7 9 1 9
35) Program Evaluation 3 3 86 97
36 9 94 &



Table 26

* Number of Caurses Rated Exceptional

Standard Deviation

": Alternatives N %
(1) None 5 1
I 2y 1-3 76 | 22
(3) 4-6 n 9 | 26
o . .
(a) 7-9 58 | 16
(5) 10-12 40 | 11
(6) > 12 but not all 77 22
7 am 71 2
Total— _ 353 | 100s
Mean - -7.66
Standard Deviation 4.62
Table 27
~ Number of Courses Rated Inferior
JAlternatives " N %
- - T X ' T
(1) None 82 |.24
(2) 1-3 194 57
(3) 4-6 N 39 | N
. ‘& )
(4) 7-9 . 18 5
(5) 10-12 | 6 |. 2
(6) > 12 but.not all - _ 4 1
7y A o | -
Total e 343 | 100
Mgan 2.47
35
2.60
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| Table 28 | -
Number of Courses Inadequately Orgadfzed ~ 27
"Alternati vés N 4
(1) None- S 65.1 19
(2) 1-3 205 | .61 |
(3) 4-6 45 1:@“
(4) 7-0 8 2
(5) 10-12 ) e 61 ° :{e
(6) »12 but not all o, s| 2},
(7) An 2 1
Total ~ 336 | 100
~ Mean > 2.59
Standard Deviation 2.72
Table 29
- Number of Course Inteﬂe_ctua'ny Chanengihg',
Alternatives ] : N 4
(1) None =~ ‘L 21 1
“(2)1-3 .. | - ¢ 58 | 17
«3) 46 ) | ' | 79| 23
" (4) 7-9 o . A | 67 |- 19
(5) 10-12 . o SN 57 | 16
(6) >12 but not all . 71| 20
T sl
(7) AN B 5] 4
Total 349 | 100
Mean ' 8.37
$tandard Deviatfon 36 5.37



*Rounding error '__f, -

| Table 30 \ . ;'

Number ef Courses Graded on a Rigorous Scale
Alternatives NTOO%
(1) None 19 6
(2) 1-3 88 | 26
(3) 4-6 92 | 27
(4) 7-9 ) .62 18
(5) 1§r12 o - n 27 | 8
(6) »>12 but not all 45 ~13 .
(7) AN ' 5| 2
Total * 338 | 100
Mean 6.34
“Standard Deviation 4.40

. ‘ |

— e
. " -Table 31
§umber‘bf §ourses;Taken Outside the College
Alternatives -N %
(1) None ‘ 27 8
(2) 1-3 ’ : R 79 | 23
(3) 4-6 S 89 | 26
(4) 7-9 L r 61 | 18
(5) 10-12 | | 8 | 13
» (6) >12 but not all 46 | 13
oy A . 1l 3

' | - | -

Total . 47 | 101+
Meaf : ) 6.44
Standard Deviation 4.38

- a M caad bt kv Ve a Bl degtr e Ggmt " ' 'R c @ tar sl cu W«
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B Table 32

If Program Repeated -~ Number of Courses Outside College
Alternatives i N ¥
(1) Considerably Less ] 3
(2) Some Less 8 2
(3)- Same Number 124 | 35
(4) Some More 153 44
(5) Considerably More 64 | 18

. Total 350 | 99*
—r
Mean 3.77
: Standérd Deviation .78
*Rounding Error

Table 33

Number of Instructors Excgptiona1ly‘Knowledqeable

Alternatives - N %
(1) None _ 0 -
(2) 1-3 \ 33| 10
- 4
(3) 4-6 ) 72.1 21
(4) 7-9 _ 76 | 22
(5) 10-12 | SV 521 15
(6) »12 but not all - 88 | 25
(7) AN 25! 7
Total 365 { 100
~

' . ) N

Mean : 8.94
Standard Devie;ion ' 4.79

29
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" Tible 38 - ‘L
Instructors Used Yaried and Stimulating Techniques
_ ; -
Alternatives \; N 4
(1) Mone I R TI -
J ron : |
(2) 1-3 3 96 |.28
(3) 4-6 K 9| 27
(4) 7-9 V] 86 | 16
'(5) 10-12 \ 1 29 8
(6) >12 but not all . 46 | 13
(7) AN %_ n| 3
A } “ .
Total ' ‘s 348 | 100
1
Mean . ‘ - \ 6.49 -
Standard Deviation . 1\ X 4,30

30

Table 35
ae_\_

Z \
Number of Instructors Readily Available and Responsi\e.

.39

A]iternat'lves‘ X N\ ~ %,
(1) None \ % 1
(2) 1-3 | \‘1 55\ | 16
(3) 4-6 \ 804| 23
(4) 7-9 ) 1 68 | 20
(5) 10-12 \ 42'\ 12
(6) »12 but not all | | 79 |\ 23
- (7) AN ) 22|\ 6
Total - ‘348 | jo1*
Mean \ 8.6
Standard Deviation 47
“*Rounding error ) |
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Table 36

31
Number of Instructors Thoroughly Preﬂared for Class . o
}

@Iternatfves " N %

(1) None L 0| -

(2) 1-3 \ - 1 3| 10 |
(3) 4-6 | . ' w* 4' 75 gz . ) o
(4) 7-9 .. 66 |- 19 2 - ”
(5) 10-12° \ | 56| 16

6) >12 but-not all 1 99| 28}-

) m - B 5| .

Total - 351 | 100

Mean h L 9.37 o
Standard Deviation . 4.42 5 ' o

_ Table 37 ) .
Committee Assistande in P]anning.Program

Alternatives Neoos |

(1) Does not apply . 8 2

{2) Inadequate ‘ 13 3

(3) Weak . 38| 10]

(4) Adequate L
- (5) Strong | 06 | 30

(6) Exceptional . - 86 | 24

Total ) 358 | 101* )
Mean | " . ) 4,58

Standard Deviation - 1.18

, - . . ‘
. *Rounding error ' ' d




' : FEATURES OF ADVANCED DEGREE PROGRAMS

]

-

Advisory Committee-and Other Suppart Services -

Questionnaire 1tems dea11ng with graduates advisory committees
o . .requested the reSpondents to rate the committee 1n seven categories (see .

Tables 37 to 43). The ‘ratings could be (1) does not app}y, (2) inadequatg, f/ia/
(3) .weak, (4) adequate, (5) strong, or (6) exceptional. The first category,

assisting'in_planningggrograﬁ of study, was rated by the majority (54%)of =
the respondents as, strong or exceptionaf The majority of the tespondents
(72%) rated their advisory committees as strong -or exceptional in prov "iding

assistance in writing and rev1ew1ng their general examinations. This is

consistent with the resulta of another item wiere 73 percent of the graduates

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that thq] eceived constructive

feedback .on their general examination performance. Excluding the response"
category of (1) doés not apply, the mean response value for tnis;itemxwas N
4.99. The committees were also rated strong or exceptional by a majority

: , .

of th respondents (72%) in pressingrthem for professional excellence.

In the ategories of providing feedback on the design of their djssertations

«  and prov dingﬁassistance in writing their dissertations, 64 percent of the

respondents rated‘their committees as strong or exceptional for each. In
addition, 85 oercent of the reSpondents were satisffed.or very satisfied
with the‘suppont they received from thein advisor during the dissertation
- . _ proce_ss.' The mean response to this item was 3.37, and the -stendard deviation.
was .87. Tne'cateéony of providing assiStanoe in finding employment did not

| ‘. have's*ih a ¢lear-cut majority responding to one a]tefnative. The largest

percenthge (318) selected (1) did not apETx. The second-hiohest rating (17%)

. - .
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was (8) adequate. Finally, 65 percent of the respondents rated their advisory

committee as stroné_oriexceptional for providing personal and professional

o

_comfort during their doctoral studies. SR

It is clear from these results that these doctoral graduetes.have a
positive view, in these specific areas, of their committee; support during ‘_ .
3their doctoral progfam. Furthermore, the graduates 1dentified those aspects
of ‘their program'they fe1t were most beneficial. Based on the frequency of
an item, the'responses were grouped into ﬁeh categories (see Table 44},

They included graduate associateshio, knowledgeable faculty, faéulty support,
flexibility of the program, researph sequénce, interaction with peers, ~
~intellectual stimo]ation, the dissertation, course kork, andi"other."
The”other"categoryihc]uded a wide range ofresponses,such as evaluation -
courses, maturiné‘process, emphasis on research, professional_cohtacts,
professional'growth' emphasis'on writing, support of independent thought,

and hands on experience. : : ) . o

Excluding the "other” category, the most frequent]y cited benefit was |
the flexibility of the program (14%). The two next highest categories
both dealt with the faou1tya (1) faculty support (12%) and (2) knowﬁedgeable |
faculty (6%). The large "other“ cetegory and ifSIwide range of responses //’i\ﬁz
indicate the individual nature of the doctoral prograo. hence the
idiosyncratic choice. of what was most beneficial. .

' Other services avaiTable during their doctoral studies that the
respondents rated included: (a) the 1ibrary; {(b) the cempuﬁéseeenter, | —
(c) the educational placement office; and (d) the edocationa}lconsulting

service (see Tables 44 to 47). The respondents could rate these services

as: (1) did not use; (2) 1nadequate;'(3} weak; (4) adequate; (5) strong;

.....
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or (6) excegﬁjonal. The library received a strong overa11 rating with ,
71 percent rating’it‘Ktrong or exceptional. In addition, 25 percent rafed
it as adequa%e:’ The mean reeponse was 4.93 (excluding the "did not use"
categgry).. Forty-six percent of the respondents rated the computer center
as strong or exeeptiona1 It should be noted that 25 percent of the:
respondents did not use the center ‘The educatiunal p1acement office and . )
the’educational consultation service were not used by a large pegceﬁéage
of the students, 42 percent and 41 percent, respectively. The dext 1argest
rating (21%) was' adequate for the educational placement office. The same
was true for theeconsultation service, 21 percent rated it as adequate.’ |

1t is difficult to make an overall statement regarding the rating of | Y
tneée.auxillany services: but éTiminéting the respondents who did not use
the se;vices,produces a positive view of these services. Although the
graduates’ responses reflect a positive view of their doctonai~program, h
they also recommended some changes in the program (see Table 45). Like
the responses on the beneficial aspects of the program, these responses were |
grouped into cagegories; Ultimately seven categories were fdentified
including ‘a‘n "other" categony.' The categories included. more structure,
more research and statistics courses, more computer training,‘increased
emphasis on job hunting ski]1§.‘more'centact witﬂ'advisor.‘and "other."”
The "other" category included a wide range of responses such as: nore
internships, more emphasis on outside area, more:wnmen en the faculty,
improve’ research sequence, increase stendards1 more courses 1in grant ’ R
writing, better selection of teaching assfstants, 1mprove generals nrocess,

and more hands on contact. ‘.

-
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Excluding .the "other" category, the most frequently cited categgny
was for more research and statistics courses. The second highesf céhegoty
was more contact w}th aansbhy'and the third highest was more computer
trainingz As with the responses to the most heneficial aspects of the
program, the "other" category contains the majority of the responses
indicating,the_persona] interpretation of fhe response. Furthermore,
c]q§e.exam1natidn of Tables 46 and 47, gwhich contain a complete listing
of responses to the two guestionnaire itgg:, wi?l revea1 duplicate responses
on beneﬁipia] aspects of the program and recommended changes to the program.
This findng should be viewed in light of the overall genéralTy high ratings

given to many of these items in the previous sections.

- General Exéminations o

. oo A number of questionnaire items (Tables 48 to 56) addressed the
graduates’ axperiénces in preparing for and takigg their general examinations, S
the usefulness of the experience, and a description of the exam format. The
magority of the students (94%) took both written and oral exams, and they
were taken in an on-campus supervised gituation. Efghty-nine percent of the

respondents completed their examinations in half-day sessions. The majority

of the-respohdents {74%) had three ha?f:day sessions. .
] | In preparing for the exams, 75 percent hf the_respondents felt their e
study efforts were guided by a clear sense of what pateria?s would be

covered on the exam. Eighty percent of these graduates felt preparing for

the examinaticn had been a useful experience. Most of the. respondents (40%) -
spent 4 to 6 weeks preparing for their general examinations. Subsequent to ‘

their preparation 98 per;ent of these graduates passed their general

examinations on the first attempt. The qﬁestionnaire item that stated the

) Q ] v - . 4 4
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genefa1 exams were a meésure of the student's knowledge and skills wa;hagreed
to or strongly agreed to by 85 percent of the respondents. The general exams
appeared to have been a rewarding éné'positive experience for these graduates.
They wéqg aware of the purpose;and the usefulness of the experience.

Disserpétion' .

~ In describing the type of dissertation they completed, most students {36%)
classified it as a descriptive invéstigation. The next highest classifica-

-+ tion (26%) was an experimental or quasi-experimenta’l study. In conducting
the study %!'percent o% the respondents rated themselves as thoroughly
prepared in the methodology they used in tﬁg3r dissertation. ~In addition,
92 percent stated that a committee member was knowledgeable in the methodology
used, and 62 percent 1dentff1ed the committee chéirperson as that individual.
For the theOretical background .of the study 86 percent responded that a |
commi ttee member was knowledgeable of it, and the committee chairperson was
identified by 71 percent as that committee member. The graduates were
reque;ted to i&entify how many weeks it took to complete their dissertation
prnposél. The number ofhweeks-ranged from 1 to 99. The most frequent number
of weeks reported was 10 (16%). The next highest number of weeks was
20 (11%). The mean number of weeks to complete a dissertation prOposal;
for these graduates, was 19. 06, the standard deviation was 19.22.

The range of values for the number of weeks it took to comp1ete the
dissertation after the proposal was completed was from 2 weeks to 99 weeks.
The most frequant number of weeks was 20 (14%) and the next highest values’

K were 30 weeks (13%) and 40 weeks (11%). The mean number of weeks for

completing the dissertation was 32.53 with a standard deyiation of 20.31.
. o |

»
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Subsequent to completjng their dissertations 40 percent of the graduates

have published articles based on their dissertation research. An additional

30 percént intend to pub?iéh an article based on their di§sertation.(see

Tables 60-68). - .
'A .

-~



Table 38

. o . R 38

Committee Assistance .in Writing and Reviewing Generals
Alternatives . - S B .
(1) Does not apply . : .2 1
(2) Inadequate | | 3|
(3) Weak - 10 1 3
(4) Adequate | - 85 | 24
(5) Strong. _ 145 | 4
(6) Exceptional . ' 112 31

\ .
Total : ' 357 | 101*
‘Mean ' _ - 4,97
Standard Deviation ‘ | .91
*Rounding error

Table 39

Committee Pressed for Professional Excellence

Alternatives | ' N 3
{1) Does not apply 2 1 ,
(2} Inadequate | P61 2
(3) Weak | ’ | 20 6
(4) Adequate 75 | 21
(5) Strong - L | 13 | 32
(6) Exceptional , L 143 | 40
Total ‘ o | 359 | 102%|
Mean - ' . ' 5.01

. Stgndar& Deviation _ _ 1.03

H R
.‘*Roundi .érror , f_ '
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Table 40 -
Committee Provides Assistance and Feedback

. 39

On the Design of Dissertation

48

Alternatives - ‘ N 4
(1)e Does not ‘apply 7 2
(2) Inadequate 13 4
+43) Weak o .l 28] 7
T - s
(4) Adequite 77} 22
(5). Strong | 102 29
(6) Exceptional 126 | 36
‘Total 351 | 100
] )
‘Mean _ . 4.80
Standard Deviation 1.22
) Table 41
COmmittee.Provides Assistance in Writing Dissertation
. . -
Alternatives N 1
(1) Does not apply | 9 3
{?2) Inadequate 12 3
(3) Weak 32 9
(4) Adequate e o o 71 20
(5) Strong - o S‘ 9 | 25
_(6)~ Exceptional 140 | 40
Total - 354 | 100
Mean 4.81
Standard Deviation 1.28
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Table 42

»

‘Committee Providing Assistance in Finding Employment

B

?

[

a

49

. Alteﬁnatives N %
s . '
"(1) Does not apply 111 31
(2) Inadeguate . .48 14
{3)-Weak . . - 40| 12
(4) Adequate 61 | 17
(5) Strong 1> 511 14
(6) Exceptional 417 | 12
Total - . , 353 | 100
Y - L y :
Mean L: '3;05.
Standard Deviation 1.79
Table 43
Committee Providing Personal and Professional Comfort
S . A
Alternatives ‘1 N ¥
(1) Does not apply . 3 1
(2) Inadequate 17 5
" ,
(3) Weak 30 8
(4) Adequate 78| 22
(5) Strong . 93 | 26
(6} Exceptional 137 | 100
| S~
Total - ~ 358 | 100
Mean 4,82
Standard Deviation 1.21

W et e aeditma Bos ettt m (s 4w T - e
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s | _ ' "I‘ableji _ _
| Most Béngfig:fal Aspect of Program

A?ltemati'ires - | TN %
» v (1)'G{aduate£5sociateship ‘ 19 4 *
(2) Knowledgeable faculty | | 281 s
(3). Faculty support L 54 1 12
(4) Flexibility of program 60 | 14
s (5) Research seq;sence S . 26 6|
_ (6) Interaction with peers ' p 23}t 5
s (7). Intellectual stimulation | | 16|
. ‘ N
- ’ Dissertation ( | 16) 4
(9) Course work . | 26 6
1 (10) Other e 174 | 39|
. . €
Total o . - 442 | 100
' Tableﬁ ’L
Recommended -Changes in Graduate Program
Alternatives e j N %
(1) More structure 17 5
1 {2) More research/statistics | 27 8
{3) More compute;- trafning ' 19 1 6
(4) More emphasis on job hunting 13y 4}
(5) More contact with advisor - - | 22} 7
(6) Other ' o | 243 | 13
) Total S 331 | 103*
' *Rounding error
50 © %




Table 45 *

Beneficia] Aspects of Doctora] Proqram

. Graduate associateship work experience
. Knowledgeable faculty -~ : : N
. Advisor's attitude, '
Course work from advisor
Faculty support
. Classical model of quided 1ndependent study
Flexibility of program
Research sequence _ | -
. Interaction with peers J
10. Intellectual stimulation .
. _11. Emphasis on writing c
12. Dissertation - 7
13. Evaluation courses : ‘
14. Administrative course work
15. Course work .
16. Made him more analytical
17. Maturing process .
18. Application of theory to practice
19. Hands on experience-
~ 20. National reputation of college and faculty
21. Support of independent thought _
22, Emphasis on research -
23. Emphasis on leadership development
24. Professional contacts ¢
25. Professional growth - .

L

»

»

L]
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~ | Recommended Program Changes

.

bbbz oo O

More structure
Regquire more statistics/and research. methodology
. Computer language-proficiency
. More emphasis on Job hunting
. Ethnographic research
. Research project prior to dissertation
Skil1 development
. Professional and personal canfort
. More emphasis on outside area
10. More women on faculty
11. More substance
12. More experience in the faculty dea?ing with students from different
disciplines
13. An off-campus advisor- durfng dissertation '
14. Morg internship ‘
15. More course work iJrlabor relations in hfqher educatibn
16. Cooperative programing between curriculum, instructioh, and adminig;ration
17. More hands on contact
18. More program evaluation courses
19. More emphasis -on minor areas
( 20. More contact with advisor
-21. More time outside classroom with faculty and classmate§
22, More departmgntal seminars with visiting scholars

»

W0 00~ OV P Wy —~

S

23. Consideration of part-time study due to economic times ) %
24. More course work outside the college

25, Evaluation of curriculum by graduates’ & \

26. More staff/student interaction |, A \

27. Improve research sequence in college ' . \
28. Increase standards . .o ) \

»

29. Improve course syllabi

+ 30. Reduce the number of graudate students assigned to an adviisor
31. K-12 people instructing basic courses in higher education
32. More freedom to select dissertation topic :
33. More flexibility in course selection

. 34. Seminar for writing dissertation
~+~ 35. Course in grant writing

36. More faculty contribution to their specialty area,
37. Diversified faculty
38. Get the Ph.D. in Education more respected '
39, Common interest of faculty - -
40. Courses need to be igproved in schoo? counseiing
41. Improve generals pro ‘ » _
42, Better selection of TA®
43. Eliminate residency requirement -

Ay

)
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Table 48
- The Quality of Service/Support
Provided by the Library

Alternatives - ' - ;

(1) Did not use , |

(2) {nadequéte | -

(3) Weak" S ) (—A. |

(4) Adequate . 90 25
(5) Strong. ’ 151 | |42
(6) fkceptional . . 106 0
Total | x 363 | 10¢*

¥ o v
Mean ’ 4.93
_Standard Deviation ° .94
*Rounding error -
S Table 49 .
* The Quality of Service/Support
Provided by -the Computer Center
Alternatives . N 3
(1) Did not use - 90 |} 25
(2) Inadegquate 311§
(3) Weak 10 3
(4) Adequate - 92 25
(5) Strong 126 | 35
{6) Exceptional 41 11
UL

Total 362 | 100
Mean ‘ 3.79
Standard Deviation ' é;:; 1.75

. r—




Table SO

The }ity of Service/Su 45
Provided bymt‘:ge t qcatiogai‘ P{acg?went Service
Alternatives N g
(1) Did not use 149 | 42|
(2) Inadequate 26 7
(3) Weak 40 11
(4) Adequate 76| 2
IS) Strong 491 14
! | (6) Exceptional B 5
- : '
Total, ! 1358 | 100
"~ Mean | 2,73
Standard Deviation 1.70
P —
| . Table 51
: The Quality of Service/Support
Provided by the Educational ‘Consulting Service
AI ternatives N 4
(1) Did not use : 148 | 41
{2) Inadequate \ 15 |- ‘4 :
— (3) Weak | \ ) 34 9
(4) Adequatg‘ : 771 21
' i
{5) strong | 52| 14
{6) Exceptional - "_. | 34 9 |
| - '\.
Total 360 | 98+
Mean | 2.92
~ Standard Deviation N 1.83
) *Rounding érror - | ,
ERIC - g errer- o4 N




f Table 52 -
. Format of General Exams

Alternatives ' o N 4

(1), Oral | i 2|

(2)-Written ' 19] 5

(3) Oral-and Written 340 | 9

Total 361 4100

6. N )
e' :
Rt . N
Table 53 )
Conditions of General Exams
Alternagdves . " N %
(1) Take-home 22 6
e .

(2) On-campus supervised: 3 . 338 | 93

(3) Does not apply 2 1
. o ’ \" _
1 Total L - - 362 {'100

. ”
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./) Table 54

.-._ . . Length of General Exams - 47 -
Alternatives | N g
' ' s 2 -
(1) Half day seesions - ' 269 | 89
(2) Full day sessions | 3| N
Total . . {302 | 100 y
p) 7 -
L Y
o ’ . Table55
Number of Sessions for General Exams
Alternatives i ) . N % :
. ‘¢ R . .

1 L 8| 3
2 : 23| 8 D
3 - _ 221 | 74
4 - 3 | | LB .
5 | 11 4 -
6 " B T '

) 7 v -

¢ ‘ | . »
Total ° | oo 208 | 102*
Mean - ‘ ' - ‘ -3.02
| standard Deviation S oz .
- *@undinq error » : 56 | N | N . .
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Sense of Exam Content Was Clear’

Table 56

57

Alternatives ° N %
(1) No exam 2 1 1
(2) Strongly &isagrée' 14 4
(3) Disagree 27 8
(4) Neutral 45 | 13
(5) Agree 153 43
(6) Strongly agree. 117 | 33°

A

Total - 358 | 102*
Mean 4.92
Standard Deviation 1.10
*Rounding error ™Y

Table 57 .
Exams Were a Useful Learning Experience

‘Alternatives N 4
(1) No exam 1 1

" (2) strongly disagree : 10} 3
(3) Disagree 191 5
(4) Neutral 82 | 12
(5) Agree 151 | 42 1
(6) Strongly agree 132 | 37
Total ' ) 355 | 100
Mean 5.05
Standard Deviation 1.00

e e e - = & At
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Table 58
Time Spent Preparing for Exams

Alternatives N. ) 4

(1) Less than one week 71 2

(2) 1-3 weeks 71 20°

(3) 4-6 weeks 144 40

(4) 7-9 weeks 62 | 17

(5) 10 or more weeks 76 21

Total 360 | 100

Mean 3.36
1.08

dtandard Deviation

Table 59

Student® Who Passed Exam on First Administration

Alternatives N y 3
(1) No 6 2
{2) Yes b 354 | 98
»

Total 360 § 100

49



Table 60 .
Exams Measured Knowledge and Skills

50

" Alternatives NGO%
(1) No exam 1 1
(2) Strongly disagree ™ 6 2
(3) Disagree 7 2
(4) Neutral . 39 11
(5) Agree S 1784 | 49
{6) Strongly Agree ' 132 37
Total 359 | 102*
Mean 5.16
Standard Deviation ’ .85
*Rounding error

Table 61
Type of Dissertation Research
Alternatives N %
. r
(1) Historical research : tffk 221 6
(2) Case study - 15 4
(3) .Descriptive investigation 129 | 36
(4) Ethnography/field study 24 7
(5) Correlational study 36| 10
(6) Experimental/quasi 93 | 26
(7) ”Erog.ram evaluation | 9 3
.(8) Other 26 7
Total 354 9g*
*Rounding error - 5 9

tu ks ar s 't cem it 4 tm - BRE . e & o - - . -



Table 62

51
Preparation in Methodology
" ' R
Alternatives N 2
(1) Totally unprepared 8 2
(é) Inadequately prepared 16} 5
(3) Minimally peepared 1o | 32
(4) Thoroughly prepared 207 61
Total 341 | 100
Mean K * A 3.51
$tandard Deviation .70
LY I <
Table 63
Committee Member Knowledgeable in Method;)}ggy
Alternatives N %
#—u
(1) Mo 29 8
(2) Yes 315 92
Total 344 1100

60
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* Table 64

‘ - 52
~ Which Committee Member Knowledgeable in Methodology '
Alternatives , N %
, | (1) pissertation advisor o 185 | 62
(2) Other committee memb‘r - | N2 | 38
Total : 297 | 100 |
¥ §
ya
Table 65
Committee Member Knowledgeable in Theory
" Alternatives N %
(1) No . ~ : 47 14
(2) Yes > | 297 | 86
i‘ . ‘ L, - .
o Total K\ T |38 |00
P - 61
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. Table 66 .
Which Committee Member Knowledgeable in Theory

Alternatives - N. %
(1) Dissertation advisor . 1ee | N
(2) Other committee member ‘ 79 | 29
Total - | 275 1100
A R ) ' . ) P .
. ' ® /
\> g .
v
Table 67
) Weeks to Complete Proposal _
Alternatives
ath
Minimum E . , 1.00
Max imum o 99.00
Mode - 10.00
. ~3 , ) R »
. N ‘30 -
/ | Mean | N 19,06
Standard Deviation 4 19.23 |
. a :
‘ .
-
62
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~ Table 68
Weeks to Complete Dissertation

*Rounding error

Alternatives
—"
Minimum 2.00
-+ Maximum ) * 99,00
Mode Y 20.00
Mean 32.53
Standard Deviation 20.31
. ——— Ja
- : »
Table __6__9__ ,
Published Articles from Dissertation
Alternatives A} N %
(1) Mo 123 | 35
{2) Yes 139 40
(3) No, inte_nd to ' 90 26
Total 352 | 101*
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EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

The items- discussed in this section deal with past and present teaching
experience, past and present administrative experience, salary history,
 satisfaction with certain g&pects of their present employment, job responsi-
bilities, and how the doctoral program contributed to performing certain
job responsibilities (see Tables 70'}03) ' A
Pridr to entering the doctoral program approximately 65 percent of the
respondents had teaching experience at the K-12 level. The mean number of
years taught at this level was 5.55% After receiving the doctorate 67 percent
of the respondents had teaching experience at the K-12 1eve7, a two pemgent
incfease over the-number teaching prior to the doctorate. - There was a much |
greater increase between the number of yespondents teaching at the college
‘Tevel before and after the éoctoral,pregram. Forty-two percent of the
respondents had teught at the college level p‘r:'_ior to entering the doctere1
program. After receiving the doctorate 76 peeeent of the reﬁygpdents had-
teaching experienee. - . o .
In regard to administrative experieﬁce,-the graduates reported whether
or not they had any administrative experience #hd how many years they have
spent in an adhinistrative role. Twenty-three percent of the respondents.“‘
repgrted that they had.administrative experience at the &-12’}eve1. The >
number of years of experience at fhis level ranged f .o;e year to 23 years.'

The mean number of years of K-12 administrative experifince was 5.06.° Thirty-

five percent of the reSpondents had admihistrative experieﬁce at the college

e

level. The mean number nf years of college level admigistration was 4.96.

The responses ranged from one to 20 years.
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To determine the respondents satisfaction with their current.jobé they
 were requested to rate the following aspects:' salary, responsibilities,
geographic;1 location, administrator or supefvisor, co-workers, application
\of.their studies, and opportunity to advance. Most o‘,these graduates {47%)
were satisfied with their present sala?y yet it should be noted that 36 per-
‘cent were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their salary. o
The graduates reported their sa]ﬁries,_to E%e nearest thousand, before p
enter{n;?thg doctoral program; of their first job after receiving the doctorate -
degree; and of their current job., The mean salary for the.graduates,on théir;'
jobs prior to e izrjné the doctoral program was approximately 15 thdusand
dollars per year. Their salaries ranged'from two thousand to 55 thousand
pe} year, with 12 thousand per year the most frequent salary reborted{ There -
was an increase in the salaries reported for the first job after completing
the doctoral program on al] measures excepf for the minimum salary reported. -

The mean salary was 20 thousand dollars. The salaries ranged from two

thousand to 59 thousand ar, with 17 thousand per year the most frequent

amount reported. Also, was an increase in the sélaries.reported for
‘current jobs on all measu cept the minimum value, which was decreased. -
The salaries for current jo aﬁbed from one thousand per year to 75 thousand
per year, and the most frequent amount reported was 20 thousand dollars per
year. The mean salary reported was apprbximafe?y 26 thousand dollars per yéar.
The satisfaction level wi;h job responsibitities was ovefwhelmingiy ' ;
¢ . positive. -Seventy-four percent of ;he resﬁﬁpdents_were satisfied or very
satisfied with their respbnsiSilities. The kajority of thé.respozé;nts (71%)
“are satisfied of very satisfied with the opportunities, on their present .job,
to apply what they learned in their doctoral progfamjr Most of the resﬁbndénts

4 N r
indicate there is an opportunity for advancement, with 55 percent satisfied

)

‘.  - -'.'_ i- | 65 'i. '
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or very satisfied with the adﬁancamént opportunities ayifiabie to them. Tﬁe
same -positive attitude is true of their present geographied) location. Seventy-
three percent are sgtisfiedfor véry satisffed,geographiczjzy, where they
are working. Regarding the individuals they ﬁork with, 63 percent of theée -f
graduates responded that they were satjsfied or very satfsfied with itheir |
supervisors, In addition, 73 percent are satisfied of very satisfigd with

¢

their co-workers.

These findings indicate that thegq:;ﬁnates are generally pleas%d with

their current eﬁployment situations. Fulthermore, responses to two otﬁ?r
questionnaire items indicate this high level of satisfaction could ée
attﬁibutgd to the doctoral degree. Fifty-six pgycent of the gradua%es
agreed or strongly agreed that their fiﬁiﬁfia} security fmpréved as{a result

" of their doctoral degree, Also, 62 ﬁérc t agreed or stron;Iy agre 'thaf |
their qualifications for their\current posftibn’were greater than § QQuates

" of other Jnstitutions. Seventy-one percént would recommend Fheir OFU doctoral
program to an individual in a gumilar position. o

With respect to thetr job responsibilities, the graduates identified

the percentage of time they spent on:. (i) teach{ng; (2) research and
eQaluatfon; (3) service; and (4) admfnistratfon'(seé Tablesv88 to 91). The

peréentage o time spent on teaching by the'graduates ranged.' from ¢ne pei'-
cent to 100 percent. Tﬁe mean percentage of time spent on téachi ‘was
48.60 percent. > o 7/ _
s | A third of the graduates sbeni ten percent of their ti ezon. search |
and evaluation activities. The mean,percentage of time sp tzdev ted to
3 reseafch Qnd evaluation actﬁvities was 18.63 percent. Near Ea third of

the graduates spent ten per&ent of their time involved in ser&ice{activities.

i

-

. o
66 |
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The mean percentage of time devoted to service was 23.95 percent. Fina]Ty,)
é . —- .

the percentage of time spent on édministrative duties ranged from one percent

to 100 percent. The mean pekcentage of time spent on administration was

A}

35.59 percent

Other professional activft es the‘graduates reported on include the.
number of presentations at natio 1 conferences, publicatxons in refereed
- Journals and whether or not they hyd written a proposal. Forty-six percy nt
4of the graduates reported they had presepted a paper at a national conf;fence
. since they had graduated (Table 99). Of \those presentwng papers, 42% had '
" presented one paper since graduation.(Tab e 100). The mean number of p?pers
presented was 2.47 papers, Close to a third of the graduates stated they
\\ had published an article in a refereed journal (TabTe 101), the most frequent
- ' .number of articles reported by those who had published was one. The mean
number of articles was 2.47 artic?es. Finally, 43 percent of the respondentsg
had written a proposal for funding purposes (Table 103). .
~ Table 104 eontains a list of job titles reported by the respondeag§§“
The list represenss a wide range of jobs within the education field and some
jobs in noneducation fields. Within the education field, teaching is‘well |
represented by such titles as lecturer, ;nstructor, assistant professor,
associate professor, and teacher. Aehiaistratfve positions-in the schools,
school distriets,'and colleges and universities are guite numerous. From
the job titles, such as director, coordinat;r, research associate, counselor,
assistant to dean, assistant to.the_superinsendent, dean, and vice president,
the'graduates'ho?; positions at 311 levels within these institupions. In-
add1txon, various other titles, for example, marketing representative, section
W chief, and training officer suggest that some graduates are working in a.

4
*

noneducation setting.
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T " “Table 70~

o _ . 59
Teaching Experience K-12 Prior to Doctoral Program -
- ’ -~ A N
Alternatives ~ .
| Minimum o | 1.00
Maximum: . - . 23.00
Mode ' 3.00 -
Mean,. ~ - . 5.56
Standard Deviation | . ' :" 4.32
- t
. ~—
_— Table 71 _
Teaching Experience K-12 Subsequent to Doctoral Program
' Alternatives = . S
4 e
” Minimum | . - T | 1.00 "
Maxfmu}y« o . 33.00 -
Mode - A o 3.00. -}
Mean - T ' 6.47 ,
) . BN ;
Standard Deviation . , : 5.44
- Q —
. |
X
' -l’h ’
. - 68 ,
_,’ 'Y f i - ¢ & - i3 e
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Table 72

"*-'-".‘ .-p.‘lf

r .

/

Al tefnétivx .

-

~Minimuh '
wWMax imum
Mode ro

Mean

Standard Deviation -

' 1,00
20.00

1.00
A b a3s
- 3.83

' . )
¥
- »
- N
-
- N /-
- ‘“ . A .
¥ *
-
* -
- »
.
» ]
a
a
.
iy
-

Teaching Experience Collegd

Table 73 _
Level Subsequent to Doctoral Program

_ﬁiternaﬂves '
L] Ql
Minimum . ' 1.00
. Maximum - L 25.00
Mode « . < - o200
. Mean - - ' 5.85
" Standard Deviation . " 4.65
LY 2 ' s »
| ' . : .
a - - AL . a -
; . - a ! ) _ *
. f Y R J: 4"-" L r—f_ e
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| . Table 74
Administrative Experience K-12 Prior to Ph.D.
Alternatives N y 3
(e 277 | 77
(2} Yes ' f 81 | 23
| e .
Total 358 | 100
»
‘ Table 75
. Administrative Experience K-12 After Ph.D.
A'Lternat'lves‘ ' : i y
- mnim/um »1.00
Max imum . 23,00
“Mode . 2,00
‘W Mean - © 5.06
- * / R - . .
- Standard Deviation 4.77

61 -



Table 26 |

Administrative Experience College Level Prior to Ph,D,
Alternatives N 2
{1) Mo 232 | 66

" (2) Yes 122 | 35
-t " &
. Total 354 | 101+
‘ N
*Rounding error T
Table 77
Administrative Experience College Level After Ph.D.
Alternatives
Minimum 1.00 -
Max imum 20.00 B
Mode - 1.00
Mean " 4.967
Standard Deviation 4 .12
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Table 78

Satisfaction With Salary
Alternatives N . 4
(1) Very dissatisfied . 37 10
(2) Dissatisfied - | : 92| 26
(3) Neutral | - 58 | 16
(4) satisfied . Hﬂi@; 140 | 39
(5) Very satisfied 29 8
Total 356 | 99+
Mean 3.09
Standard Deviation .18
*Rounding.error
Table _79

Satisfaction With Responsibilities ,
Alternatives N 2
(1) Very dissatisfied 12 3
(2) Dissatisfied 36| 10
(3) Neutral 42| 12
(4) Satisfied 175 50
(5) Very satisfied \1 - 87 25
Total ' ] 352 | 100
Mean 3.82
Standard Deviation 1.03

~

-
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Table 80
Satisfaction With Opportunities to Adyance

Alternatives
(1) Very 'dissatisfied 46 | 13
(2) Dissatisfied 64 | 18
(3) Neutral , 52 | 15
(4) satisfied | \ 125 | 36
. B )
{5) Veryv satisfied 65 19
| i
Total ’ 352 | 101+
Mean 3.28
Standard Deviation .31,
*RoundingFSPror‘
Table-81 - ,
Satisfaction With Ability to Apply Studies
Alternitives N %
(1) Very dissatisfied 21 6
- {2) Dissatisfied * 37 | N
(3) Neutral 4 13
(4) Satisfied 137 {* 39
(5) Very satisfied . | . 109 | 31
Total ) 348 | 100
Mean - 3.79
" “Standard Deviation b 1.17
73
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Table 82 _
Satisfaﬁtion With Geographical Location

*Rounding error .:x\

Alternatives . \'

(1) Very dissatisfied ) 121 3

(2) Dissatisfied 31 9

(3) Neutral 51 15

(8) satisfied - 119 | 34
. (5) Very satisfied 138 | 39

Total 351 | 100

Mean 3.97

Standard Deviation 1.10 |

» ‘
Table 83
Satisfaction With Supervisors

Alternatives N . Z

(1) Yery dissatisfied 33 10

(2) Dissatisfied - 331 10

(3) Neutral- 62 18

(8) satisfied 137 | 40

(5) Very satisfied , 79 | 23
" Totgl 344} 101%

s ' «*
Mean //" 3.57
Standard Deviation . ; 1.22

- L
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‘Table 84

Satisfaction With Co-Workers

Alternatives N g
(1) Very dissatisfied 7 2
(2) Dissatisfied 18 5
’(3) Neutral 67 19
(4) satisfied ) 14y | 43
(5) Very satisfied 107 | 31
Tota) 346 | 100
Mean 3.95
Standard Deviation .95
Table 85
Improvément of Financial Security
Alternatives N ‘% :
(1) Very dissatisfied 36 10
(2) Dissatisfied 42 | 12
(3) Neutral 76 |- 21
(4) Satisfied 128 | 35
(5) Very satisfied | 77 22
Total 356 | 100
Mean ' ’ 3;47: 
Stahdard Deviation 1.24

66
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_'Tab]eé§§

~Improvement of Qualifications ;

.
N
S

Alternatives N %

(1) Very dissatisfied J 2

(2) Dissatisfied 20t 6

(3).Neutral 97 | 28
(4) Satisfied 119 { :34
(5) Very Satisfied 103 | 30
Total 346 | 100
Mean 3.84
Standard Deviation - .98 |

L.
Table 87
'Recommend OSU
Alternatives N %
(1) Strongly disagree 13 3
(2) Disagree - 27 8
{(3) Neutral - | . f 59 | 17
(4) Agree . 112 33
(5) Strongly Agree 133 | 39
Total o | 304 |01+
|
t 4 . N ¢ . ‘
*Rounding error
- /6
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Tgb'le 88

: 68
Percent Time On Teaching
Alternatives
; 5

Minimum ‘ 1.Q0
Max imum o 100.00
Mode ! 50. 00
Mean " 48,60
Standard Deviation T 30.29

/ \

- 4
~
Table 89
Pgréentrjime On Research and Evaluation

Al te:riivzives
Minimum ' 1.00
Maximum . 100.00
Mode 10.00
Mean . ;. . 18.61
Standard Deviation 20.?8

&

‘ -
- 7 |

- +
-t A.J’J > 44~



Table 920

Percent of Time on Service

Alternatives

Minimum . 1.00
Maximum » 100.00
Mode _ T ‘. 10.00 *|
Mean . %23.95
Standard Deviation 25.48
S ‘
PS
( F
\\ .
/
Table 91
Percent of Time on Administration

Alternatives

Minimum . ’ 1.00
‘Maximum N "“f?.'} 100. 00

.o
Mode - 5.00
Mean | 35.59
Standard Deviation . 28,95
: }
78
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_ Table jﬁ;' .
Contribution -of Program to Teaching

P

Alternatives N 4
(1) Does not apply. 57 16
{2) Little or no contribution 27 8,
(3) Limited contribution 63 18
(4) Moderate contribution . 98 28
. g -
(5) Strong contribution 1ol 31
«
Total 355 | 101*
- Mean . 3.50
Standard Deviation 1.41
*Rounding error ]
~ 93
Tablg___ | —~
Contribution of Program to Research and Evaluation
Alternatives N y4
(1) Does not apply - 3 10 3
(2) Little or no ‘contribution \ 4. 1
(3) Limited contribution 28 8
(4) Moderate contribution 94 26
(5) Strong contribution 226 | 62 |-
, .
Total : 362 } 100
t .
Meam-. = ¢ 4.44
Standard Deviition. ._ .90
79 .

70



* Table 94 -
Contribution of Program to Service 7
Alternatives ' 1N %
(1) Does not apply ' ' 47 | 14
- . (2) Little or rio contribution o 51| 15
“(3) Limited contribution . | 8| 22
. {4) Moderate contribution _ 11| 32
(5) Strong contribution . | 61| 18
~ Total | 348+ 101*
: o - ' v \
’ s i
Mean ) 3.25 .
. - . 4 w .‘ ”-,
Standard Deviation ‘ ‘ 1.28 Lo
. {7 (‘
*Rounding error '\ "
Table 95 g
. ‘Contribution of Program to Administration LN !
Alternatives L . N % :
, oyl .
(1) Does not apply "*4 ) 42 | 12
(2) Little or no contribution : oy - 69 19
. (3) Limited contribution * - 75| 21
(4) Moderate con\;ributiom = - 73 22 |
7 ('5)_ Strong contribution ' : 9N 26
. | " k |
! . . [ ’ .
) -
Total | / U 356 { 100] - -
‘ N\ i ; - | .
Mean | f 3.3 €
| Standard Deviation . ~ - ’ . 1.36 .
s ¥ | ’ & "”",,
p 80
g = ) ! = . - i e o _'4),“"”_' "_. f A 7 ?,. . [ h
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Table 96
Salary Before Ph.é. Program

\

Alternatives u

- {»

) J = _ )
Minimum ’ o 2.00
Maximum 55.00
Mode 12.00
Mean 14.94
Standard Dev&ation~ . 6.68

\
. Tgb])e 97
-Salary of First Job After Ph.D. Program
Alternatives'
Minimum ¢ 2.00
_ Maximum E - 59.00

Mode - ‘ . 17.00
Mean o : 20.47
Standard Deviation | 8.46

. )

’.
&
) 81 '
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v ‘ '_ o _ :v : : .
’ t : \
Ta -2'§- .
. N ‘ 73
Sa]ar_\? of Current Job :

' . ¢ . ) .
Alternatives o . \\
Minimum ‘ ' 1.00
Maximm | | ~ 75.00
Mode - ) | : 20.00
Mean - - ~25,94
. Standard Deviation | e
’ ,
, Table 99

Presented a Paper Since Graduation

Alternatives | . | S 1N _*ﬁ ,

EOR™ | ) s | a9,

. (2) Yes ‘ . . 11697 | 4B

- Total o |37 |95
' 82 .
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- 4 - _Tableloo - . N\
- . Nufnber?ﬁ Papers Presented b
. . ;.' ‘ ‘. ¥ :
Alternatives - ' - N %
5 1 ‘ 4 Ny oa
S BEPY : o ) 48°| 28
R R d N e . ,
173 v ‘ 17 { 10
e . 9 | &
: . [ ' .
5 & 12| 7
- . 6 . I’ -, 3 ’2‘
v . :
.8 P S N B
- . . - . ‘
9, : , 71 4
"1 Total . ' ;170 100
| Mean v 2.47
| e, , |
" Standard‘Deviation 4 o v © . 2.03
i — '
LA Table 107 - >
' Published in Refereed Journal .
. . . . . ‘
- Alternatives . | - L . ¢
. AR - / P
6 - b o
(1) fo g 243-| 67
-1 (2) Yes L e 107 4‘9
$* ) - : r .
) < B ’ . , .
Tota! PR ' . 350 | 96*|
. . )
<! : IS FR
{- . .
l‘:-' . “ ‘A / . ‘- .83 : . 3
| *Rounding. error . . N
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- '_ Table 102 . ° ‘
* Numbgrxof Articles Published iqahefereed Journal

75

.

W OO O U B W N,
»
I3

:iA}ternatives" o . SN o N p 3
oo - . 45 | 46 |-

\ N

Total . ‘

L2

SO W wn o ™

98 | 98+

-

Mean " N

Standard Deviation . T .

*Rounding error | | .

2.47
.2.08

- »

~H * -~

— - ~ Table 103

8,

2

“Written a Contract or.Proposal

.
A

4

Alternatives -

.

b <

- Total | ~ e T | . ] 3

1) N0 - . L A{GJ 571 -

(2) Yes . - S 1

.

52 | 43 |.

55 | 100

‘ -
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Table 104

// - " Current Job Titles
) / : ' - .

. Research Associate

. Director : y
. Coach
. Assistant Director T

1
2
3
4
5. Assistant .Professor
6. Evaluatod

7. Section Chief

8. Counselor B

9. Human Resources Manager T - o,
10. .Director of Elementary Education

11. Teacher Development Coordinator

12. Director of Student Services

k]
. -

13. Director of Library :
14. Coprdinator of Postsecondary Adult Programs
15. Administrator, Operations Planning
16. Executive Assistant to Superintendent -
17. Public Relations Officer '
18. Assistant Dean ' N
- 19. Chairperson ‘ :
' 20. Director of Educational and Personnel Development
21. Associate Professor Coordinator of General Instruction
2. Executive Director Technical College -
23. Vice President/Dean of Instruction
24. Director-School System .
25. Teacher '

LI o

irector Cummunity gducation Services
rector : \
. esearch Associate
: {’; 29. Psychology Assistant : '

30. Exegitive Director of Pupil Services

. : . Marketing Research Associate
. 33. Interior Horticulturalist .
. 34. Postdoctoral Research Fellow . S
., . . + 35. Lecturer . , _ '
' 36. Assistant ta the Dean .
37. Professor ' .

. 38.. Program Director -

“ - 39. Psychological Consultant y
40. Training Officer

L BN . - .. T LR 23

- v \; z.
b » N [ L. . .. ’ y . B
r . S U T T R T PR P .b"ﬂ P S N



77

SUMMARY

areas of the doctoral program, graduates’ past and present employment *
history, educational background and demographic information.

The démographic information revealed that there were slightly more

male than female graduate§ and their ethnic -background was overwha1ﬁingly

Caucasian. Approximately 13 percent'of t@e graduates could be classified
as miﬁorities. Also, the greatest portion.n} the graduates were residents
of Ohio. .

In most cases Q?e gradyates had attended an institution other than The

aOhio State University for both the bachelor s and master s degrees. At the

bachg?or s level the graduates major area was an area other than education.

At the master's level the individuais who chose education incregsed, a]thdugh,,

approximately a third did noé major: in educ;tio;. At the doctoral Tevel
almost falf of the graduates had a noneducation minor. >
Educational emplioyment of the graduates prior to the doctorate and
after receiVTng it was examined. Although a substantial numher of graduates
taught at the K-12 level prior to entering the dotWoral program, there was

a slight increase in the number subsequent to receiving the doctorate. In

. the case of college level teaching, few of the graduates had experience

in the‘number after recéiving the degree. .

prior to entering the doctoral progfam. There was a substantial increase
. ) -

In rating’ certaja aspects of their current employment inc?uding salary,

"-v_

geographucal lTocation, administrators and co-workers, Opportunity to advance

* - a:ﬂ Qpportunity to apply v‘at they had learned, the graduates responded

»

: oL ‘

;'3‘ %

- B : - * -y n
R . - N et e m xgafi e Mt en h e W e ara. sataie a maeomma w2 RS -l o W Jme RmRRiN b MR ATr w7 3

‘with high ratfngs Only the salary amount Had. ak%uﬁstantfa1 number, ‘yet . M

...........
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lnot a majority, of megative ratings. Although there was some dissatisfactiaﬁ

with current salaries, the graduates' mean salary has increased substantially

after completing a doctoral program. Specifically, the mean salary of these *

L ]

: \ -
‘graduates’ increased approximately six thousand dollars from their salary prior -

to eﬁtering the doctoral program -to their first job after completing their
doctoral degree. Overall the graduates are quite” :atisfied in their current®
employment. They rate high]y %he contribution of their doctoral program to
their job resécnsibi1ities of teaching, research and-evaluation, service, and
administration. ‘ Furthermore, they feel the doctoral program has improved ]
their fiﬁancial security and their qualifications for the type of work .in
which they are invo]ved I | |

The respondents_a1so anéﬁered questions regarding their professionaT

activities. Large percentages (over 30 percent) have presented at nationa1

conferences, pubiished 1n refereed journals and written proposals for funding

purposes since graduating. Yet, the greategzspercentage Of their time is

spent on teaching (X = 48 60%) and/or administrative activities (X' 35, 59%)

Generally, the results of this study. indicate a positive view by the

" graduates of their academic program and the services ofd#ered to assiet them -

with completing their program This conclusion is based on the ccnsfétently
high ratings the graduates gave to such things as their advisors®. and com;;
mittees support, the usefulness of the general examinations, and their
overwhelming sat?sfaction with their course worf and tnstructors. However,
the graduates did recommend some, changes they feel should be made in the .f ' '\:
doctoral program. The three most irequently mentioned changes were

L

(1) increased contact with advisor, (2) more ré%earch and statistics courses; \

eand (3) more computer training. FihaTTy, and possib]y most 1mportant they '

wou 1d recommend their doctoral program to others in a simi?ar fieTﬁ

A

. . o é . ' . .
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:

Although s

provide you
for {tams

Rpst guess.

When fn doudt, you should assume that general references to graduste programs denote the program in which you eamed

your highegt ggree.
oL LLEGE DEQREE

N Append:ix A

SURVEY OF GRADUATE PROGRAMS

(M.A./ED.S./Ph.D.)
COLLEGE OF ECUCATION

THE CHIQ STATE UNIVERSITY

A

questions call for specific 1nfumatfon that may be difficult to recall, feel free
For thosd

to estimate or to
questions that have more than one alternmative, circle the appropriste letter(s!“(
t are in chart fom pgaca an *x* {n the appropriate box: and-for open-gnded questions blanks are provi

Code ¢

3

Please 1nd1cam alt degrees yo‘u have earned or sre seeking dy cir'cling the Appmpriatn nuwer. Then answer a1} quesgions

that cormpomr to each Ievn you have circled,

&

1.

3.

. Quarter and yas

c._ gradiste misémmg ' 4

8.A./B:S. Dagm
2, Institution from which you sraduated

b. ﬂaJor fleld of study:

<. Mnors(s): .

4

d, Cumilative grada point average (4.0 scﬂe)
e. Year of gnduation 1¢

M.A. /M, 5. Degree
3. Institution fm -Mch you graduated:

B!

b. Major $1e1d of szw

¢. Year you degan pmqm 19

a————aien.

d. Year of graduation: 19

£4.S. (Specialist's) Degree
oR o
Ph.D, Degree

o~

-

\,

b
(Hpte. if you have earned dégrees at bdoth levels, please answer questions for
Ph.D. program only.

a. Institution from which you graduated: .
d. Major field of study: '

c. H*lnor'(s):

d. Do;:toral commi ttee chaimnén:

e. Dissertatfon chairperson:
£, Other members of ':ho comnittee:

T

g. Year you began program: _1}
graduation:

while eanﬁnq your, hfqhut degree:

)
Please fndfcats how asch of the following contributed bo the total financia) support of your gmute studies (

None

Som

(1ess than
1/3

{gnifican
73-2/3 of

Primary
{over 773 of total)

s. full-time job °
b. part.time fob o .

d. _scholarship/fe 1 -—

P

v

e. loans_ S

persaml resources £wringa,
.._smn_-ﬁmlm- etc.)

g. other«plgase smfﬁri

. * *

- T
- .’ 4, vy

§.  Oid you hotd 3 ﬁm- ime off-canpus job at any tfn dnﬁnq your qraduate program?

b. , yes. P

L

L

’:f 88 -
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7. If you responded “yes” to qmltfm #ﬁ. spproximately what percent of mrdwrse wbrk was cowleted undar these
conditions? : 'y .
a. 1-25% ’ . . d. TEwsetr A \ 8
b, 26-50% e. 300%--1 was em?oyed full-time off campus throughout my entire
. c. 51—75‘! . - graduate program. B I

ENPLOYMEW u1 S‘l’ORY

£

. B. -a, HWhat uu'the title of the Job you M?d §mdiate1y prtor sowenrolling in the qradmta proq;an in nh&ch yw

. earned your highest degres? —
\ . B, What was your ﬁrst Job foﬂMftq the_complation of this degree? L. *
* ' ’ R v
¢. What i¥ your current Job title? - *
9. a. How mny years of K-12 teschin ﬁence did you haveat the time you entarnd 9mhata scheol? .
scadesiic year%si o \
) b, ch ;yny years of x-xz tesching cxperience do you have now? ' acadanﬁc year(s! :
c. Hm many years of MM did you have at the time you entared gradnte scnool? L.
e academic year(s \ ‘ . .
' 4. How many years of college teaching experience do you have now? academic yur(s) s \ '
: 10. Have you ever served as a rator K-12 1 T :
N a . 00 ' - T . L
b. yes o 1f yest- sicn(s) held ' .
.o / - ‘ ' Tota] numder of years {n an. administratives Tole '-’/
. i ) . ' » 3 ~K:‘
11. Hsve you ever served a3 an nistrator ag” 11 vel? : -
T ) . . .
b. yes ft yes: Position(s) held ol
Total nuwcr of years in an sdoinistrative rn'lo
v . 12. To what axtent abe you satisfied wfth eath of the folldwing cbaractnris%cs of your gurrent job?
. D &t
[ 4 , @ Ya S man -
R 3 | - 7 7 —Var
‘/ . » , ssatigfi Uissatisfi ~ Neutral. Satixfied _Satisfied |
3 Al ] P . - AR
. a. -salary A : ’ C ! s
* ~ . - ] -t - Q;
b. -job resbomsidtiitdes . ) - S
L . - & : N " ]
o hi att . -
¢ - . ) =
4. jgministrators/supgrvisors
8. Go-workers ' ; a 5 .
. agportm:tin to apply what yon 1 . " .
. Mﬁﬂ—m £
. S
“ .9 apportunities for, . * e
, professional advancement 5 {
. . 13. To what extent do yol agree with‘ sach of the fono\ﬂng seamuts? {Referanccs to graduste pmm = OSU pmm :
. . 2t be In which you recefved your highast degree. 3 .
B ) ’ ’ Strand)y ._ . - Strnngly
™ |- Dissgree | Oisogree || Neutral | Aqree |
-a. My sense of ﬂnancin socur‘lty fwmﬁd as 8 : . L :
IS . v result of my parﬁctpc:ion in an osu grmte - | -
- a - . . .p% . - :
T A I % -:nmch&ﬁ«mwcmmm LT _ : . .
o + ' gradvites of arsble advanced -degree . . \ . ]
e e - o . ‘e -
- .‘. NG - ,. v . - Lo ] ] ] ,
L Te e e Twuld ncei\hndwosuandnuu program to i’ b . . =
n e - anyone whe p%m’m find, or already has, 3 , : “ '
. - . D . .‘ ;ﬁ . 1& m! g ! m !r ;g mm. . . i Y -
SRR Y Apnmxintnly what per&nt of'mr cf:rnnt Job apig@int 13 devoted to each of the following ergt?‘
L - 2. teaching ) ) o h ] B ' -
: E ", b. msurchtpmqrq -ﬁvﬂsmm ) _ % :
v -c.mrﬂc&’“-v e : . .4
‘l." C BN S ‘“‘\ * ’ .\“\ .Kq. ! * - . . .
- s N, 0. adninutnmnn . :1‘ ’ .- - ] ;
A Lo e : T . . o
: ’}f‘ L. ® mxm of Eou?nes‘. pﬁogrm. or 1nstructimal te ., ) \.
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. 15. To what axtent did the OSU program in which you eamed your Mg@est degree comtriduts to the development of your o

abilities in each area?
. [ Does Not] Little or no Limi ted Moderate Strong

Apply | Contribution ibution | Contribution i Contribution f

L]

a, teaching

b.__research/program avalyation :
c. service : N

4. agninistration .

. development of courses, programs, . LS .
or_instructiona¥ materials : N i . ' -

£, other (please specify)

16. Nhat ‘was your annual=salary at each of fonamq times (to the nearest thousand dollars)?
* 3. job hald at the time you enterad M t degres progrés . 3 ~ .

a

. 'b. Job diring first year after completing this program $

S - ’

¢. corrent job :

GENERAL, RACKG

. 17. Sax -
r . 3. female e _ .
b. male °. . S
\ 18. Ethnic background - s .
. a. Aoerican Indisn/Native Averican : d. Hfspanic/Ohvicano \ ,
b. Asian American/Pacific-islander e. miuwim . ¢ s
. c. Black/Afro American f. r (please spbcify) :

' .19, Age - '
- a. 20-25 : . d. 36-80 . .
' b, 26-30 g ’ ' 8. ‘over & '
+ ¢, 31-3 ) : . .

20. a. MWhere did you live at the time you Spp}i« for admisston to the 0OSU progrim in which you recetved your
!é:g!mt degree? : Lt . - . .
. t’: L

r

State:

Country:

b. What fs your current mailing address?

"3‘., - - s ' .

&
GRADUATE PROGRAM OF STUDY '

Question 21: Please estimate the mumber of courses you took in sadh ares of study listad below. Record your response
_ - by.placing an “x" 1n the appropriate colum {3 or more courses, 1 or 2 courses, no courses).

Question 22: If.you wers beginning your ‘gradvate program now, how-would you altar the number of courses. you would take
in each area 30 that you would de in 3 better posi to satisfy your current professional! goais?

& 1. Mark tha column labeled “lsss” 1f you wish you taken 1438 course work fn that ares.
T 2. Mark the column labeled "more" {f you wish you had tate:‘g?_cgggg. o, .
‘- . 3. Leave both cotums blank 1f you are setisfied with the r of courses you took, _

" BT Tow many courses ol you take | . - T32. Fow Wity coursas 'ﬁ"{O'u' WITh you Tad AKERT 1
© . in each area? b | AREAGE STWOY - - - {Blank = satisfied with ¢ of courses taken)
Yormme [ ToFZ | 7 - | T — 1 — ) —

r SQurses 3§ courses soyrses Less More

» 1 . "
. 1

. ?lﬂ‘ﬂ < culun & . . )
7) ngg_u%ﬂm ‘mcmﬁdleﬁtl .
rdi curricu ;
?‘m' 24 1

=R R . | . ‘
tary level) . : ;
. y i g #3rning, systes gn/ v . i
: , » developpent - - ' :
» . N ' S
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" GRADUATE PROGRAM OF STUDY (Continuad)

82

H
}

How many courdes did you take

in each arga? {Continued) . J AREA OF STUDY {Continued)

ch mAny courses do yoy wish you had takent

of courses taken)

! {Blank = setﬂﬂed uirt_h #

Jormore | Llord i no { CPECIALIZ
L__courses urses courses E Loss . Moreg
. - Qg_ ! . agricultural education i v .

! T i ) business education

} o } gistributive tﬂ:ﬂ1
' . } y riv ¢hl >

| s e
: . angiis ation
: - § Jopal chilcren
' 0
: B a no i tion r
N S -
! ) .b*: ad o
o . g nical tion -
ong sudjett matter areas, T
-~ - such cmaﬂ {please speci
/Tl _

‘ b

; N

i

{ploase specify)

23. Please identify the entry on the shove list that provides the best description of your major field of study. What

. 2.

25.

26,

27,

N

'. ‘ ; - . ' »
Yo 23.
i . .
¥

4 “T? s .
e

nurberil) represent that entry?

a. nc

b.. yes 1 yes: To what?

.

If you were beginning your graduate program now, would'@au your major fleld of study?

Why would you make this change?

»

If ysu were beqimﬁnq your graduate progru now, would you change one or mare of your minors?

8. no

b. yes ) 1f yes: ‘hene describe the change you mld make o
¢ . WNy? -
Approximately how many graduate courses did you take that were
- more than iZ,
none | 1-3 {4-6 [ 7-9 | 10-12 | but not all all
a, exceptional in over':l quaiity . X

5. - clearly inferior ia overall quality

.2 VEQWe course outline)

11 of. Education

g.__offered in gng of the OSU off=cawpus centers

NS

How many of your graduate COuTSES were taught by an
ins riho o

S

2. was excepetionally knowledgesble

b, _used varted and stimulating f 1nal {
¢. was readily available and responsiwd to students

- s e

]

E

)
If“y%u e it to do over ngain.

a; - contderably- mors than I ¢t
b. some more - .

¢, the same nuider

d. some less

e. considarably less than-I did

- . N

L M .
e e e m - SN mmnted aeh aee e hn b e aihacr ga A mmie T s G WL vk fe g w e

wh;;c ?tr gf tourses. weuld ynu

take c?mf« the t:onnqn of Educatton?

reng w
.

&

e
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CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES OF ADVANCED DEGREE PROGRAMS L e YT

LR

A. Advisory Committee and Other Support Services

29, das your advisory committes clﬂﬁfﬁfsoﬂ assigned rather than selectad by you?
a. no .
b. yes &

30. .How would you rate your advisory committee in thefr abﬁtw to provide meaningful assistance in esch of the
following arcas?

* . . does
inadequate | weak agaquate strong { exceptional } apply |

a. assisting in planning your progran of sty
{schedule of dourses)

d. writing and swing your cosprehensive axems

c. P ng personal/professionsl comfort . i

d. - pressing you for professional axcellence .

e. 83393t%ng you in finding 2 job

< f, providing cosstructive feeddack regarding the :
design of your «mmem,{tmu -study : . i :

§. providing guidance and mtmcﬂn feeddack
during the execut'lon and writing of the :
dissertation/thesis . ) )

31. Did one or more (ollege of Education faculty member who were not on your comsittee provide more nﬁstanee than your
advisory committes in any of the aress listed sbove?
a. no
b, yes 1f yes, plezse check all arsas where individuals ware more hﬂpﬁﬂ than your em'ltm
assisting in planning your of study (schedule of courses)
providing personal/professional swpport
pressing you for professional excellence
asststing you 1n fimding & fob
providing constructive feeddack regarding the design of your dissertstion/thesis study
. providing guidance and feedback during the execution and writing of your dﬂsertatiwmesfs

32. How would you rate the quality of services/support you received from each of a, following sourcas? I

diad not
use | fnadequate weok | adequste | strong { oxcaptional |

b o § v e i b o

a. QSU Library . -
b, £ te r ) '

. ion P1 t . L * }
4, Research Consulfation :

8. neral rehens$ .

33. Please indicate the extent to which you agrae with sach of the following statsments ugarding your mrall
comprahensive exaus. {(no exam = did not take an exse in this sreas)

»

{a-c) The comprahensive sxats provided e no strongly . strongly
valid messure of knowledge/skills in my exsm { dis s neutral agree | agree
a. major figld of study

b. minor ﬁﬂd(;) of stm within the Collage ;
- of Education : :

c. minor tialdsY of study outside the CoTlege -
of Education

{d¢-f) To what sxtent do you hgree with sach : :
of the following statesents? ‘ ‘ l

d. Preparing ﬂ:r the sat of mmfcmmmn exass
—_was a wiefyl leaming exporisnce,

.. Hys;;m afforts were guided by 2 clear sense of what o ;
"—vould be covered on the exses. a '

f. I neatvnd cmtrucﬂva f::dblck nglrdinq stmmm

Whigh of the following bast describes the set of gcmraummnsm exams that you took?

34, What was mmet the. exams?
) a. gral .
b. written N .
c. ‘both oral and written

Under what conditions were gg portions tospleted? -
;. ’ :: hom,‘ wm nuade were you allcwed to mteu the exams? _____ day§ . x
. Soes mot aopil 14 ot taka wy writenenms ' Q 2 - 5&.37 CUM 1LADLE
. . . t ' e

»
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37,

c.

8.’

42.

43.

a5.

- . - o \\.‘

. L % : ' ~84 .

If the written portions were completed on-campus/supervised (&nsticm 35{b}}, how were they administered? -
a. 1/2 day sessions . Kow many? e
b. full-day sassions How many? ..

Did you pass all of the comprehenydve exams ‘in your major field of study on the first administration?
8. no .
b. yes :

Did you pass all exams in your minor field{s} on the first administration? \
a. no ‘

b. yes . .

c. ‘does not apply . ) ;

‘If you were to transiate the number of hours you spent preparing faor your general/comrenensive exams into &
40-hour per week schedule, approximately how many work weeks did you davote 1o this task?
a. less than one week

b, 123 weeks

c. 4§4-6 weeks -

4. 7-% wenks ot

e. 10 or more weeks _ . ®

Dissertation/Thesis E _ - .
. . »

which of the following provides the best ription of your dissertation/thesis?

a. historical research e. correlational study '

b, case study f. experimental/quasi-experimental study (comparison of

c. descriptive {nvestigation/survey ' treatment groups) .

d. ethnographic/field study g. program evaluation
) h. other (pisase specify)

-

14

> ) ’
To what extent do you feel that your previ course work provided adaquate preparation in the methodology you used?
(e.9., statistics courses in prepsring for co 1ational or experimental studies)

. “~ .
1 feel I was t0 use this methodology. ; )
a. totally tnprepared (! had no coursework t focused on this methodoiogy.)
b. inadequataly prepared \ . :
c. minimally prepared ' . . .
d. thoroughly prepared \ ' ’

¥

Was at least one member of your advisory comﬂu* thoroughly versed in the research mt!p«;o}_ you. used in your
dissertation/thesigy spudy? , - "1“’; .

3. no , \

b, yes
If yas, who? , . v _

¢. dissertgtion/thisis advisor N " R
d. another member 0f the commi ttee : .

pid at least one mecber of your advisory commwittee have axpertise in the theory/professional 1iteratura on which
your dissertation/thesis was based?

& no - b

b, yes .

If yes, who? S

c. dissertation/thesis advisor- . - .

4. another member of the cosmities .

-

M

To whit extant were you satisfisd with the quality and degree of support you received from your advisor (while

planning and writing your dissertation/thesis}? . .

. very satisfied . '
b. satisfied *
c. dissatisfied ' *

d. very dissatisfied
If you were 20 translate the number of hours you spent working on youred{ssertation/thesis into a 4&hou_r per wedk

schadule, approximately how many work weeks were devoted to this task? .
a. From the start of the topic search to the date the proposal was formally approved? . weeks ‘
b. From the date the proposal was approved to the date of the final orals? weeks

Have you published one ar more articles that were based on your dissertation/thesis?

a no
b: ne, but 1 Intand to write an article {n the near future )
c. yes {please provide a referenca) :

Since completing your Mqhﬁt degree program at OSIL. have you : ) . R

a7,

a9,

# .

Prasentad a paper at a natfonal conference?
2. NG ,

b, yes how many? - ) ) i
Published an article in a refareed ‘Jonrna!? . e . )
a. no . :
b, yes how many? :
please provide at lesst ons reference
Written a contract/grant proposal? .
a2, no
b. yes how many written? _ .

how many funded?

o g I

Z3T OONY rem e - o
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§0.

“a

51,

52.

Thank you. We $incerely apprecfate your cooperation in completing this survey. Please Yoturn the questionnatre in

* [
-7- Tt
COMMENTS . .
What changes, if any, do you feel should be made in the graduate program in which you particiéated?‘

5

. ~
Do.we have your permission to contact your {mmediate supervisor to obtain general informatien?
3. no ‘ .

b. yes % ) R -~

If yes ,glesse identify your supervisor by name and .give the appropriate address.

- -

1 RS

the envelope we have provided. ¢ .

-
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Appendix B‘ 86

- ' 1 ' Thy Ohio Stgté University : Offica of the Dean .
: R . College of Education .
\ . \ . - . 1945 North High Street '
- . L Columbus, Ohio 43210-1172
; . _ .- Phone 614 422.5790 B

April 15, 1983 o | : .

. \

- © Dear Graduate: . S -
. We need your assistance! It won't take long and it will help

/ . us plan for.the future. The College of Education is making an initial
attempt to collect information regarding the status of its masters and

\ doctoral graduates. The enclosed questionnaire contains questions that
address- your current job situation and your educational courses .and .
experiences. Your response to the questionnaire will enable the college
to ascertain how and what its former studenfs are curtently doing. In
addition, this information will assist us in modifying our current
programs to better prppare students for their professional careers.

. We would appreciate }ou'takiné time from your busy schedule to
complete the ‘enclosed questionnaire before May 23, 1983. A postage
paid return envelope had been provided far your convenience. ,

Your individual responses will remain ‘strictly confidential. Thank .
you for your interest and cooperation.’ g

r

B - : Sincerely,

- M ‘ p " < . ' | ff@— '\9 - —;Lr ';' R s \2"; "V?’;/.,IM\. .
tl)txiiﬁﬂaé? N 2o R RN RS i
William E. Loadman, Ph.D. , Robert A. Burnham
Coordindtor, Measurement Dean ST
arid ,Evaluation Services \ ‘ .
* ' . . . q . ' :

L

s Piriee
*
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. Appendix C - | | _
2 The Ohlo IM@ " oo 'ome.omonwi '
m g eI N cotege of Bt
_ A %~ 7 1948 North High Street
S ' | N Columbus, Ohio 43210-1172
* Phone6'1442‘2-57’90
June 1, 1983 .
-* s “ i é
~ ) ¢
3 ' .
Dear Graduate: N S ’ T .
: We are still in need of your assistance! ~As mentioned in our .
initial correspondence we are attempting to-cotlect information : )
regarding the status of the College of Education's masters and doctoral _ .

. graduates. ‘Your response to the enclosed questionnaire wil] epable the
' college to ascertain hgw and what its graduates are currently>doing.
In addition, yith this information we will ,be aﬁ\e to modi fy our current o .
programs to better prepare our graduates. ‘

-
r

We are aware of how busy ydur .schedule is and we, wouid'appreciate
you taking a few extra moments to complete our questxonnaire A
- postage paid envelope has been enclosed for your convenience. Pléase
return the questiunnaire by June 20, 1983 . . .

Your 1nd1v1dual respgonses will remain s;rict1y confidential Thank
you for your time, interest and cooperation. = -

1

l

Sincere1y, \ ) - L
L A’N. ; ‘ Mcu\ o | 5_[-,\.(’*,/ Q,,—ﬂf: N
William £. Loadman, Ph.D. oL ‘Robert .A...Burnham - oY
Coordinator, Measurement' = ‘ Dean L . D
and Evaluation Services ST, .
: - " Sy
. " Y . . » \.\
.5\ If you have already completed a copy of the questfonnaire, ﬁ}ease S
' aisregard this letter. . B ’
- .} ‘ 3 ‘ ’ c ; - At p
o' " ‘ . .' ...\,
. &858 , -
96 ot . ’

. 2’ - L. N
o e n s e @ e i e e e e ot v it e T e e e ke
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CHI-SQUARE BY DEPARTMENT

' : Art ,Ed'.'/- Ed. . ‘Ed. ‘ Ed.. Indus. Phy§+ Sci. & Sp.

\

q
- PR Y .

' . . ' . *
Ohowenex} 13 27].49 | 13 | 23 | 61 .29 | 3.} 47 | 14 | 44 | 50,

’ . .
~ n 3 . - . L

? . _Ed. _Ed. Admin. Excep. EMC  FRR Hum, Tech, Ed. Math _Serv. Votech.
requeﬁcy

. . . ! - i ) . ,
Fequency . nn - . . ‘ ' .
pe'c.teg 22 ‘ 11 32 | 18 18. ;54 { | 36 14 50’ M_ 50 A ‘}9

-

Contritution | 3 e { 7.35| 9.03] 1.39] 1.39} o1 | 1.36) .07 .18 | o | .72 | 3.0}

To Chi-Square . /
~ § . . .
' | . "x% = 29,193 df = 11; Table Value = 24.72; PS.01
. ‘.,‘ . ‘0 A
d &
Y v .
, - } . B U'{ -
" j ‘~ ®e
L 8 ’ - : A < -

£ 4 - / A - t “ .
) “ ’ F,o)
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‘ '  Appendix D, ' .. \
-POPULATION AND SAMPLE SIZES BY. ACADEMI€ DEPARTMENT
é&Eartment - ! i ‘ | ) . Population - Sample
| — | .. N, s ',ji_‘ 3 {
¢ Agricultural Education | RN A B 13 s
' Art Education - .~ - - 23 2 1
" Educational Administration | X 8 9 49 18,
Exceptional Children . . s 13 4
Early and-mdche Chi 1dhood £3ucation' | < 3 ‘s 23 6
,Educatxonal Foundations and, Rssearch v | 105 . 15 ) 61 V7
_Humanities Education o . 86 10 29 '8
Industrial TechoXogy Education ' . , 25 4 ' jl3 /4
Physical fduca;}on ) | | ". Jygh 14 ' 47 13 v
‘Scienfg ahd Mathematics Education 5 4 " - 14 4 |
“Spec;al Services ? - . : % 1 44 ?2 L.
Yocational Tgc}mica} Educatfon _ 1 - 50 14
TOTAL DA L. 680* 100 358+ 101%x* .
* | . .‘ ' ’ : t s .
o Total based on»convocation programs . “
**  Total excluding students who d1d not identify their major .
Jekek Rounding error * : , AL >
) | , . - ’
. - ’ » ‘ . ' N )
1y ) B
: . 98 |
‘ »
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FOLLOW-UP' SURVEY OF PH.D. GRADUATES

-

4

'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

4

1978-1982

| f . .
3

COLLEGE QF EDUCATION

JRpov

" THE OHIO STATE uﬂxvsnsr#ﬁ

) : .
. A
. 4
& . .
¢
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9 i ".. o ~
S .
‘Ni11iam*E. Loadman ;-
%‘% 7. Director
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‘ Executive Summery B S
Fo1Tow-Up Survey of Ph.D. Graduates .
College of Education, 4
. - * The Ohio State University " .
‘ Overview | LS. g I ‘
The fo]lnwing 1s an execptive summary of Technical Report #1 of the
Follow-up Study of Doctoral Graduates in The Ohio Stace University s
College of Education. This study'1s~on gll_doctdﬁa) gradudtes (N-636)6frnm
Autumn 1978 throtgh Autumn ]982. The study was onducted 1n part to meet
. the standards of the National qpunc11 for the Accreditation*of‘Teacher )
Education (NCATE) and the on%h Statk Department of Educatfan s standards for
evaluatfnq upper Ievel educatign students. In addition, ft assists the

'Coilege in evaluating and modifying 1ts existing programs, and provides data

I

iiat enables the Colque 1o0. ascertain the graduates’ professfona! status.
. ‘A detaf?éd que;tionhef;g,1nodffied from one used by,Michigapistdte '

plementation . ’ LT

.'UB ve;sfty,'was deve]oped to obtain information and/ef ratings on fhe

: fo owing topics: general, éducatiohal backgrouee courses taken, 1nstruétors,
advisor and advisory cnmmittee, genera? examinations, dissertation process,

' ‘c ampus facilitfes and services, work hackgreund present work experience,
ev~r=.v5earch ancf publicaﬁon%ecord and demographics -The questionnaire items
were a.cumbination of.multip]e chdice, 9pen-ended and rating scale, e.qg.,
stronq?y'agree; agree, disagree, strongly éisaqree,lquestfons.. ‘

In addition to -the fol]ow—up staff, the assistance of the colleqe office
and. alumni informat1on was pecessary to conduct this study Tﬁe college

~ 'bffice provided all the necessary graduation Iists in order to identify the

s : _ : . e . .. | IOG

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

h e e chah T e N a4 Wk am om

-

N 3
-
. . . . . . .
EKC : : )
¢ .
¢ o 4 < : . ¢ - . -

B M ' . " . * b ‘,_’

oL B IR Y . ' - . - . L. . e e e e e A B e
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correct deparunent from which a student graduated | In additddn the alumni
: information offise provided the updated mai}inq lists and labels. Each
qqestionnaire was assigned a code number for confidentia?ity purposes and
was recorded upon return Subsequent‘l y,'L there were twn ma'lans which
resulted in a 57 percent return rate (N=365) for the doctora1 graduates.

A chi-square for goodness of fit nes computed to determine if the
.Samplé was representative-of the popdlation by department. . The results
demonstrated that. the sample was not representative, primarily because of
the .over repﬁesentetion in the’ sample of Educational Adnfnistretion.and
Vocational —Technic‘al graduates and the under, representat'lon of Art Education
and Agricultural Education graduates. The non-re;:esentativeness of this

| sample means the results can be genera]ized to the Sample with confidence,
\\ .. but cautiously to the population ’ “

Statistical Analysis - ' - .

A coding sys - was developed in order.to store the raw data on a _

computer and su equent]y to statistica11y analyze if.. The raw data ‘was

transferred f the questionnaires to IBM scan sheets and ultimately to

magnetic computer tapes for analysis, and permanent .storage. Jhe doctoral

, questionnaires were analyzed using the SPSSk computer package and hand calcu-

" lations. For each questionnaire item the freguency and percentage of its .

. responses were calculated In addition, the mean, and other measures of
' ~
{ centraT tendency, standard devfation and range were computed for each. item.

These statistics were caIculated for the total sample as we11 as for program

* Qe

areas that were reprgsentedﬁgy five or more students in the sagple. Proqram
fpreas with less tham five students were rationally combiJGB 1nto larger -
organ:zetlonal unfts, e,G., departments

.
$ 2 . s
. . .

§ L

. ‘ | \




Results )

‘The: fol]ow-up questfonnaire yieided a }arge amount of data on the
dottora] graduates surveyed, The results were used to develop a profile
of doctoral graduates and 5 general description of the doctoral prografiin
the College of Education. The following is a brief summary of findings
based on these resu]ts. . ' - o \\

The demographic information revealed that there were slightly more
male than female graduates and their ethnic background was overwhelmingly

.

Caucasian. Approximately 13 percent of the graduates codald be classified

as minorities. Also, the greatest portfon of the graduates were resfdents‘.lffﬁe |
'ef Qio. = o ﬂ - .
© In most cases the gradyates haﬁ attended an institution other than The
Ohio‘'State University for both the bachelor's and master’s "degrees. At the . '
bache?or s level the graduate's major area was an area other than education.
- At the master s 1eve1 the individuals who chose education increased 1though
‘ «  approximately a third did not major in education At the doctoral level
o almost half of the graduates had a nbneducation minor, ) o ~
Educational empioyment of the graduates prior to the doctorate and’ after
recefving it was examined. Although a substantial number of graduates
taught at the K-12 level prior to.entering the doctoral program, there was
f‘a slight increase in.the'number'subsequent to receiufng}the ooctorate. In
the éase of college level teaching, few of the graduates had'experience

prior to entering the doctoral program. There was a substantial increase

4 - !

in the number® after'receiving the degree.
In rating tertain: aspf ts of their current employment 1nc1udfng salary,_

5‘geographfca1 location, dministrators and co-workers, opportunity to advance

ong oﬁportunity to apply what they had .learned, the graduates resoonded
. . . . / -~ . ) LY * .

joz. ©

R

»

R




with high ratifngs. Only the salary ‘amount had a. substantial number; yet

not a majorfty, of negative ratings, Although there was some dissatisfaction

with current salaries, the graduates' mean salary has increased substantially

after‘compietiﬁg a doctoral program. Overall, thé graduates sﬁe quite satis-

; fied in their curresi employment. They rate hiQAIY the contribution of their
doctoral. program to their job responsibilities of teacﬁing, research and
evaiuation, service, and administration Furthermore, they feel*tﬁe'doctora]

&
program has improved their financial security and their qua1ifications for

-

the type of work in which they are invoived

:Generaiiy, the rasults of this study ind J”‘za positive view by the

graduates of their academic program ahd the § ii'offered to assist them

with completing their program. This conciusion is Sased on .the 5onsistently;
. high ratings the graduates gave to such, things as their advisors' and com- ‘
mittees' support, the usefuiness of the genera] examinations, and their
overwhBIming satisfaction yith.their course work and instructors. However,
the grad&aies did recommend some changes thex’feei should be made in the
doctorai-program' The three most frequently mentioned changes-ﬁere-
(1) increased contact with advisor' (2)wre research. and statistics courses~
and (3) more csmputer training. Finaiiy, and. possibiy most important they
', * would recammend their dogtoral program to others. iﬂip similar fiei;
The compiete technical report of the doctoral graduates follow-up study
can be obtained from William Loadman at (614) 422-1257. A addition,

individual program area resuits can aiso be_requested. . !



